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INTRODUCTION 


he contribution of Sri Ramanuja, the great Vaishnavite 
ptor, to the philosophy of Vedanta is unique and immeasur- 
It was his polemic skill and synthesising genius that enabled 
to establish unity and harmony in the realm of Indian 
sophy. Above all, it was the Acharya who equated the 
man of the Upanishads with Lord Srinivasa. 


The book ‘‘ Theory of Knowledge”’ is a comprehensive study 
on the essential features of Sri Ramanuja’s philosophy. Late 
Sri K.C. Varadachari, one of the distinguished Vedantic Scholars 
_ lucidly expounds the basic nature of Visishtadvaita in terms of 
- epitomology. 


The book was earlier brought out under “Sri Venkateswara 
- Oriental Institute Series’? in 1943. The present edition marks 
the Devasthanams efforts to republish those books of immense 
_ research value. 


i 


Tirupati, P.V.R. K. PRASAD, 
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‘July 1, 1980. J 
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CHAPTER I 


THE THEORY OF PERCEPTION 
I 


The Philosophy of Sri Ramanuja, like most other systems 
of thought in India, is based more on Religious Experience, meta- 
physics and ethics, rather than on epistemology. Epistemology 
came in to substantiate the conclusions of metaphysics arrived 
at through psychology. It is undoubted that at a later critical 
period as evidenced in Buddhistic schools and Advaita the psycho- 
logical approach had more and more yielded ground to transcen- 
dental a priori thought construction. This transcendental approach 
is considered by some to be well grounded, and it is claimed that 
our experience must yield its place to the transcendental deductions 
of a priori philosophers. That logic should legislate for our 
experience, is certainly an important thing and cannot be denied. 
But logic itself should find its feet on the ground and cannot and 
should not soar in the sky without any let or hindrance or control 
of fact. Thus the viciousness of the a priori usually consists in 
its consistent rebuttal of the evidence of experience.1 Nor could 
experience be considered to be only of a particular kind. Experience 
is manifold, and the truth about experience must embrace all 
facts falling within experience. The doctrine of nihilism will 
result if any particular segment of experience alone is accepted 
and. the rest denied. Universal propositions founded on the 
basis of partial applications will find logical collapse. The critical 
method is all for the best, but with the best of intentions the critical 
methods of early Buddhists and of Kant have floundered hopelessly 
in the ocean of fact. There is no other alternative to the criticist 
except to end in that wonderful * night wherein all cows are black, 
or else simulate a phantom dialectic and claim reality to a non- 
existent Spirit. 

A hard-headed or rather ‘ tough-minded” policy of discrimi- 


nation of experience in all its manifold expressions, and even 
when they refuse to fall into a scheme, to seek to discover that 


1, The Revelational a priori is different from the Kantian a priori. 
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unity which is their reality, is the first and foremost need of a 
philosopher. A realistic outloek, a scientific bias, a matter-of- 
fact attitude, so to speak, an intention to know, things as they are 
ere they are reduced to forms which they are not, and a definition 
of the limitations or condition under which any proposition can 
apply with validity, constitute the fundamental approach of the 
common-sense realist. Yathartha jfiaina is the main aim of all 
philosophizings, and if we know things as they are in themselves 
and as they are for others, then we may be said to know really. 
All propositions avail within limits. Does this mean that there 
are no universal propositions? As in science, we say, that given 
the conditions or the limits so to speak, the proposition enunciated 
is universally applicable. No one will deny the truth of this, 
A universal panacea for all troubles, despite the claims made for 
its existence, for example, the philosopher’s stone which will disclose 
all truth, under all conditions, and at all times, is an imaginary 
thing, a fiction, necessary, as Nietzsche will say, for making man 
strive to attain the impossible. The impossible, even if it be a 
monster, a non-existent impossible, will have to be considered 
to be a possible, if life is to be bearable on this planet of revolutionary 
ardour. 


All metaphysical search, then; is’ after the concept of the 
Real, the total. Knowledge of Real is possible; and this total 
reality is not self-contradictory and discrete. It is a comprehensive 
explanation of this Reality that is being sought. Knowledge 
about reality turns out’to’be a real knowledge of itself. Reality 
is the source and substance. The causal and the teleological, 
and the cosmological factors about it have been examined in an 
earlier work.! There are several theories of knowledge. Episte- 
mology deals with the how, that is, as’ to how we apprehend the 
real. ‘It investigates the apparatus of knowing and the: structure 
of thought. It is psychological in approach ‘as well as logical. 
The criterion of reality has to be formulated. The nature of the 
subject, and the nature of the object, the nature of their compresence 
have to be understood. They all depend on these three factors. 
Some Philosophers seek to reduce these three to one homogeneous 
existence, Some retain only two, and dispense with the third. 
Even if all the three terms are retained, their natures are altered. 


1. The Metaphysics of Sri Ramanuja’s Sri Bhasya. 1928. 
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A self-evidency test is applied by some; an extraneous test is applied 
by others in regard to the truth of the cognition. Some combine 
the extraneous and the intrinsic tests into one. 


These theories as already remarked are results of metaphysical 
assumptions of certain utilitarian and scientific interests. Thus 
usually epistemology which is said to be the creator of metaphysics, 
is really a hand-maid finding reasons for the systems adopted. 
External reality, which is the objective world of transient pheno- 
mena, apparently reveals no dependence upon the mind perceiving 
it. This is what has led to the assumptions of realism which takes 
consciousness to be a factor in reality but by no means the only 
factor about it. Reality is more than consciousness or the cognitive 
relation, Consciousness further is the function of the subject 
who perceives the outer objects. The momentariness of outer 
objects, which is certainly not the truth about them, does not 
vitiate their existence outside the perceiving mind and does not . 
make them unreal in any sense. Such beign the case, epistemology 
if it is not to be speculative but scientific, has to accept the dictates 
of the system of metaphysics of realism and science, or in other 
words, of Common-sense which is the admitted and tested evidence 
of trained experimenters and observers of experience. 


In Pragmatism epistemology has a higher function. It 
becomes the interpretor of facts given in experience, that have 
been tested and verified. It seeks to explain the facts presented 
to consciousness and affirms a relativistic truth, a truth that is 
progressively being amplified and enlarged by growing _ experience, 
and incidentally capable of being modified and, corrected by future 
experiences. 


In Idealism, consciousness or knowledge seeks to become 
all important and absorbs or at least seeks to absorb entire reality 
within itself. 


The question for us is, how far idealism is justified in claiming 
supremacy for Consciousness over the object and the’ subject. 
Does idealism prove that truth and being or knowledge and existence 
are identical? If this question is objected to on the ground that 
we never know anything apart from knowing and therefore that 
they are identical, then, what is the process of knowing or of being? 


/ 
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An idealism that takes for granted that reality and truth are identical 
on the basis that consciousness is reality and truth, such as that 
of Yogacara Buddhism, Subjective Idealism of Berkeley, and 
to a certain extent Absolute idealism, surreptitiously uses episte- 
mology to prove reality to be consciousness only. It tries to 
prove that reality is consciousness only, that reality is psychical 
stuff, is mere consciousness not either a consciousness of anything 
or belonging to any subject. Nowhere do we in reality or in 
experience come across this kind of experience, except in the 
sophisticated Experience of Absolute Idealism. It is therefore 
important that we should criticize epistemological idealism as 
something fundamentally unsound because it pleads for subjectivism 
and an absurd unreal objectivity which it cannot dissolve, much 
less explain. Likewise, there is another kind of epistemological 
idealism which claims that One undifferenced Consciousness 
(Experience) under the stress of illusion of diversity fulgurates 
or differentiates, or appears to do so in an unreal manner, into 
subjects and objects.1 This is epistemology that has ascended 
to metaphysical status. This also therefore is what we have to 
criticize if we would save true metaphysics. §ri RAmanuja under- 
takes to point out the defects of the epistemological absolutists. 
Epistemology must be realistic, founded on the tested experience 
of the ordinary man, enabling him to understand the true nature 
of knowledge as well as truth, in order to be able to function in 
the ordinary universe of action and to struggle to realize of the 
highest values of life, paramapurusartha. 


Epistemology determines the validity of the system of meta- 
physics. accepted, but on that account it should not’ be construed 
to be fit to override the facts of the metaphysical order. All facts 
fall within experience in one sense, and all have to be known in 
order to be accepted as real. That there may exist other things 
than what we experience, and that a higher consciousness may 
know more than ourselves, and that the highest consciousness 
might apprehend. all things at once, might all be agreed to on 
the basis of inference and ordinary experience of relative knowledge. 
To. go beyond these limits and to affirm that experience is some- 

I. avibhagopi buddhyatma viparyasitadarsanaih! 

grahya-grahakasarnvittibhedavaniva laksyate. 
Dharmakirti : quoted by Yamunacarya: Atma-Siddh 


PERCEPTION § 


thing over and above, and other than all that we in ordinary 
cognition introspectively as well as observationally find to be 
the fact, is to construct an epistemological metaphysics, as spurious 
as, if not worse than the naive affirmations of the materialist. 
That is to say, in the construction of metaphysics it is necessary 
to take into account all types of experience, all types of cognitive 
relationships and not merely the more abstract relationships 
subsisting between the knower and the known in the act of cognition 
by the knower, which is made to yield an abstract cognition or 
Consciousness. 


Science taking its start from perceptual experience, (undoubtedly 
the only type of experience that we can have of reality), arrives 
with the help of the laws of self-consistency, and the methods 
of inductive inference at the conception of the whole reality on a 
realistic basis. Undoubtedly an idealistic interpretation of reality 
is possible as evidenced by Mach’s efforts, and even necessitated 
in certain respects. The mass of evidence, on the other hand, 
has not been able to get rid of contradictions with idealistic inter- 
pretations of experience. Whilst materialism has sought to affirm 
merely perceptual reality and ended in a solipsism which is the 
characteristic feature of subjective idealism also, the realist has 
been trying to arrive at approaches to reality through the twin- 
concepts of unity and difference, of subjective and objective, of 
permanence and change, of perception, hearsay evidence, memory 
and inference. In thus trying to seek guidance from these twin- 
concepts and in granting them fundamental solutions, realism 
has emerged as a type of organistic view. It is true that mere 
organism can never explain reality. Nevertheless between the 
several types of organistic explanation we can select that which 
is non-self-contradictory and which converges into one focus, 
so to speak, the partial views due to onesided interest and experience. 


Organistic Theory is typically the common sense view but 
with a difference. The ordinary type of common-sense view of 
Reality that has been expounded by Reid, Hamilton and others, 
and in modern times by Prof. Joad and Dr. Stout has not culminated 
in the Organistic view, whereas the realistic view of Prof. A.N. 
Whitehead has definitely taken the organistic explanation. We 
might even hold that the Holistic and other evolutionary and 
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emergent theories cannot but accept the organistic theory. though, 
as far as we know, they have not made up their minds on the issue. 
The common-sense view is definitely not what the plain man in 
the street—that peculiarly unavailable creature made classical by 
Berkeley—thinks. It is what an expert in observation of reality 
finds to be the most acceptable not what a speculative and 
adventure-some philosopher or scientist schematises or geometrizes. 
There is enough scope for a fundamentally correct view of reality 
without the sophisticated idealistic arguments which have sought 
to reduce experience to nullity and vacuum and illusion on the 
basis of principles of abstract non-self-contradiction, infinite 
regress and possible invalidity of memory and testimony. There 
are varieties of the above and in the above; there are apparent 
self-contradictions in the abstract which turn out to be perfectly 
compatible in experience; there is an infinite regress which does 
not vitiate the conclusions; and there is testimony which is unvi- 
tiated. These can be perfectly explained in accordance with the 
facts of experience. 


Experience itself needs definition. Epistemology must investi- 
gate the conditions and limits of each principle and criticize the 
sources of knowledge and understanding and all the facts of every 
order must be considered so as to make them fall into a view that 
is fundamentally self-consistent, efficient and all embracive. 


Sri Ramanuja starts from a metaphysical view and seeks to 
make out that his is a metaphysics that reconciles all conflicts 
according to every pramdna (source of knowledge). The Cognitive 
relation is inquired into in all its manifold phases, such as cognition 
of objects, cognitiveconative functions in conduct, cognitive religious 
functions in regard to the Supreme Cause. Being, Reality, Self, 


and Destiny (parama-purusartha). In arriving at the central and 
basic concept of organism, Rdmanuja traces the tenets of the 


several schools of thought and shows their weaknesses and their 
untenability. Ramanuja thus first and foremost, is a samanvaya 
(synthetic) thinker who seeks to do justice to the facts of spiritual 
moral and physical orders as well as to the facts of realism and 


1. Trividham pramanam. pratyaksanumanasabdabhedat Nydayaparisuddhi, 
Pp. 36 cf. Prajfidparitrana: quoted by Nydaya Parisuddhi, p. 38 (Memorial ed.) 
Svayam siddhis tathd divyam pratyaksamanumagamah 
Pafica santi pramanani jaimini-vyasayorhrdi !! 
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idealism. Undoubtedly this tendency to syncretise or synthesize 
is traceable to the period of the Upanisads themselves, and to the 
Vedanta Siitras. The intention of the author of the Vedanta 
Siitras was to give a synthetic presentation of the views of the 
Upanisads and Brahmanas and the Veda about Brahman’s Nature, 
and attainment. Ramanuja accordingly claims to interpret the 
Vedanta Siitras on the lines laid down by earlier commentators. 


II 


What is presented in Perception is not Consciousness. 


Ramanuja takes up perception which is the first source of 
right knowledge. Perception belongs to the realm of external 
events which are changing and perishing constantly. It is an 
admitted fact that objects perish or undergo change constantly. 
The question of duration may be ieft over, though this is all 
important to the Schools of Buddhism as well as to Advaita. The 
external world of objects is the world of space time (kala and 
de3a), and is perceived by the self through its mind, which is its 
mukha or face, when its sensory organs come into contact with it 
in the forms of sound, touch, form, taste and smell. These sensation 
are of very brief duration in as much as they are shifting and 
changing and are non-existent in the absence of the objects of 
perception, though they are preserved in consciousness in a some- 
what attenuated form of memory (jfianakara). Sankara held 
the view that what is presented in perception is not of the stuff 
of sensations, not sound, nor smell, nor form nor taste nor touch 
but principally Pure Consciousness itself. “In the beginning 
there is nothing beyond what is presented, what is and is felt, 
or rather felt simply.”” The purest perception which has not been 
influenced by the sense-organs or their functions, reveals only 
knowledge or more correctly consciousness alone. Thus the 
essence of all objects is pure consciousness. The forms and sense- 
characters are merely modifications generated by sense-organs 
due to karma and ignorance. In that pure! apprehension which 
is initial uncorrupted and unmodified by any element of karma or 
ignorance or kalpana, ratiocination, what is revealed is pure * isness ’ 


1. Nirvikalpaka-piatyaksa is primary cognition. 
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which is undifferenced and unqualified. This is true being. All 
that exists exists! purely as this stuff. In order to prove this thesis, 
the element of change or even momentariness of all things is a 
necessity forced upon any theory of modification by reason or 
understanding (Kalpana). If this is accepted, then the Advaitic 
theory lands itself in buddhistic psychology of perception, and 
it can never get rid of this allegiance. Sri Harsa had undoubtedly 
found this to be the case, and affirmed that it is not at all a fault 
to accept even the buddhistic theory, if it did prove to be right, 
as he felt it to be. ‘ 


But the ordinary advaitin, or more correctly the mayavadin, 
could find a way out from the theory of momentariness (ksanikatva) 
through the orthodox schools instead of the heterodox. Indeed 
it appears that Advaitic theory was a powerful effort of the orthodox 
to win over the majority of buddhists to the Vedantic fold, and 
in this Gaudapada and Sankara played the most prominent role. 


In order to prove the theory of kalpana or modification and 
therefore falsefication or illusification, Advaita snatched upon 
the Nyaya-Vaisesika distinction between two kinds or rather stages 
of perception the nirvikalpaka, indeterminate, and the savikalpaka, 
determinate, perceptions. The nirvikalpaka pratyaksa reveals, 
according to Sankara, “‘ a permanent reality and not a momentary 
isolated this........ as in the case of buddhist theroy of nirvi- 
kalpaka,”? but according to Nyaya-vaisesika, it is non-definite. 
confused knowledge which awaits determination and definition 
and distinctness. 


Ramanuja undertakes to show that what experience involves 
in perception is never a mere ‘ is,’ the so-called permanent behind 
the momentary ‘ this,’ but always a well-formed isolated event 
which can only, because of these characteristics, point to a ‘ this.’ 
Nor does it mean that the activity of knowledge is merely an ‘ is ’*— 
the metaphysical reality of a psychical stuff. Nor can it be ever 
identified with consciousness as~ such. Between the Naiydyic 
nitvikalpaka pratyaksa and the pure ‘is’ of Sankara’s theory, 
there is nothing in common except the name. Thus where Sankara 
is prepared to see one problem alone, Ramanuja sees three. 


1, Sarvasti-vadins hold a similar view to the above. 
Zs Tarka-Samgraha: MM.S. Kuppuswami Sastriar. p. 220. 
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They are (i) The Naiyayika nirvikalapka pratyaksa is not 
definite knowledge and hence is neither true nor false. Nothing 
can be said about it without further investigation and looking 
into, and the test by pragmatical action becomes necessary. 


(ii) The Naiyayika nirvikalpaka praksatya may be identical 
with Sankara’s nirvikalpaka pratyaksa but it is not anubhiti, the 
undifferenced consciousness or Pure Experience void of subject 
or object. 


(iii) The act of cognizing may mean the fundamental function- 
ing of consciousness, but what that consciousness reveals is neither 
consciousness merely, nor is it merely that which cognizes, namely 
the self. It is always an object, self or non-self. 


Ramanuja’s theory is an elucidation of these three points. 


i 
Two Kinds of Perception. 


There are two kinds of perception, the determinate and the 
indeterminate. The indeterminate perception is that in which 
is presented a mere ‘is’ or pure being, according to Sankara. 
According to Yogacara, what is presented is a momentary existence 
sva-laksana or pure particular. Against this view, Ramanuja 
holds that ‘non-determinate perception is the apprehension of 
the object (in so far it is) destitute of some differences but not all 
difference. The apprehension of a mere ‘is’ without any 
difference whatever is in the first place not observed to take place, 
and in the second place, it is impossible? All cognition can be 
stated in terms of ‘ this is such and such.’ ‘ The true distinction 
between non-determinate perception and determinate perception 
is the apprehension of the first individual among a number of 
things belonging to the same class, while the latter is the apprehen- 
sion of a second, third, and so on individuals.”* ‘‘ Determinate 


1. §.B.1.i. 1. Nirvikalpakam-nama kenacid visesena-viyuktasya graha 
nam na sarvavisaya rahitasya 

2. §.B.1.i.1.(p. 1 Thibaut’s trans.) 

3. cf. Nature of thought by Brand Blanshard Vol. I, p. 62 
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perception is the extension to the perception of the generic character 
of aclass-manifestation in a certain out-ward shape,”’ which connects 
this act of perception with the earlier perception of the individuals 
of the same class “‘ Such extension or continuance of a certain 
generic character is, on the other hand, not apprehended on the 
apprehension of the first individual, and perception of the latter 
kind thence is indeterminate.” 


According to Ramanuja every kind of perception involves 
(in a psychological interpretation) the perception of a structure 
or form (samsthadna) along with qualities of colour, touch and etc. 
Even the most initial perception reveals some form or structure 
(samasthadna) which is a jati (for generic character is nothing but 
structure). The apprehension in nirvikalpaka or indeterminate 
perception is the apprehension of structure or jati that gives rise 
to the judgment of difference or unique setting. This means 
that all perception is, firstly an apprehension of a rapa, a form, 
or samsthana dGkara, and secondly, when it is connected with some 
other recollected or memory the form becomes the mediating 
class-concept, a universal, jati. Jati is the extension of the rapa 
especially when the ripa is available in more than one thing. The 
apprehension of a relation of identical form in two things which 
have been observed is called determinate perception, since it deter- 
mines the nature of the thing in relation to other things around 
it. This extension of generic connection in several things and 
the judgment thereon may give rise to judgments of difference 
as well as uniqueness, but no less than the second, the first per- 
ception displays the structure or form as an inherent characteristic 


1, “Shee 1 7rd, Nirvikalpakam ekajatiya dravyesu prathamapindagrah- 
anum: Dvitiyadi-pinda-grahanam savikalpam. . (Ananda Press ed Vol. I. p 27) 
Savikalpakam jatyadyaneka padartha-visista-visayatvad-eva savisesavisayam 
Nirvikalpakamapi savisaya-vigayameva. (Ibid p. 26) cf. Vedartha Samgraha 
309, Nirvikalpakapratyakse’ pt savisesameva vastu pratiyate: cf. Gangesa who 


defines perception as immediate awareness: pratyaksasya sdaksatkaritvam 
laksanam. 


2. S.B.1. i. 1. p. 46 (Thibaut). Jainas also hold that every perception 
1s of savisesa vastu cf. Hist of Indian Phil. Das Gupta V1. I. p. 183 

cf. Vedartha Sarngraha : 178 and 179 (p. 160 Telu ed.) “Sanmatra grahi 
pratyaksam na bheda grahi” ityadi vadah nirastah. Jatyadisamthafasarmh 
sthitasyaiva vastunah. pratyaksena grhitatvat, tasvaiva samsthanaripajatvadeh 
Pratiyogyapeksaya bhedavyavahara hetutvacca. 
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of the thing perceived. Form is the structure of a thing and is 
perceived in the most initial perception, such as, ° this,’ ‘ that.’ 
Form is a category in perception and there is no perception withouy 
form. Every is or ‘ this’ is a formed is (sariipa) and a samsthana- 
visesa (a structure-event) “Even if perceptive cognition takes 
place within one moment, we apprehend within that moment the 
generic character that constitutes on the one hand the difference 
of the thing from others, and on the other hand the peculiar 
character of the thing itself. And thus there remains nothing 
to be apprehended in a second moment.! Every perception thus 


is a structure-event, and is an individual occurrence. It is not a 
mere mass of feeling, undifferenced and inarticulate. It is 


consciously perceived and articulated and is never to be confused 


with'mere feeling. Even feeling is not altogether free from quality; 
awareness, even whilst it is almost soaked in feeling has yet a quality. 
Perception even in its most elemental and initial character is a 
perception of a form, however vague it might be. It is only logical 
relationship and comparison that makes for determinate perception.’ 
It is the sensation of modern psychology which later on becomes 
perception. Modern Gestalt theory in Psychology whose special 
attention has been directed to perception, has adequately and amply 
proved that even the most elementary sensation is a perception 
of Gestalt, samsthana-sthiti or raipa® Thus it is clear that a per- 
ception of the most primitive character which is said to be nirvi- 
kalpaka, is in reality defined, relatively less of course than the 
savikalpaka but nonetheless defined, by structure and colour etc. 
(nirvikalpakamapi savisesa-visayameva).* 

The refutation of the Nyaya-theory of nirvikalpaka pratyaksa 
(as interpreted by Advaitins) lies in the fact that there is no sensation 
or perception which is not characterized by some form (ripa) 
and colour even if it be a mere patch. But we can conceive of 


the first point of awareness as sensation, indeed very pure, in so 
far as it is not characterized by any definite quality: it is that 


awareness when the consciousness is reduced to extremest poverty, 
as Bergson says;® and we can in modern psychological parlance, 


——— 
1 S.BLi.l.(@,44.T.) cf. Nirvikalpakasya savisesavisayatam carsa- 
yati : Tatparyadiptka udarsanasi i, p. 77 
"9. ~Savikathaka- pratyaksa. 
\ 32-ef. Gestalt Psychology: Kohler. p. 12 cf Psychologies of 1925 
article by Koffka 
4. Satadisani by Sri Vedanta Desgika, 11th refutation. 
5. Creative Evolution: p. 293. 
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call it sensation as distinguished from perception which involves 
discrimination and exploration and comparison and all the other 
activities of constructive correlation of the mind. Sensation that 
is the undetermined unutterable matrix of perception, is something 
on which the mind has not operated in any manner and has not 
schematized it in any way and has not made it or reduced it into 
the set patterns of objects which is pragmatically deals with. The 
unique quality of the sensation becomes in perception overlaid 
with construction of the mind and as such unreal. Sensation, 
nirvikalpaka, that is, that which is not compared or schematized 
by mind, is thus the unique first contact of the object with the 
mind, The main question then resolves itself into what that first 
moment should be like. It is, as has been well said, the point- 
instant when there is barely sufficient activity of consciousness 
to apprehend the object.1 Such a state of consciousness alone 
facilitates the awareness of the sensation, a sensation from which 
withdrawing we shall not be able to state at all as to what it is like. 


According to Ramanuja, there is nothing wrong in accepting 
two steps in perception a first moment namely the sensation, and 
the second moment the perception which is a product of descrimi-- 
native activity (vikalpa) including comparison and_ inference; 
nirvikalpakam cka-jatiyadravyesu prathamapindagrahanam. Sensa- 
tion is not to be reduced to the almost no-cognitive state, the 
state of rigidity of mind-body when no comparison or construc- 
tion (vikalpa) is possible. Nirvikalpaka is either a state of cognition 
or it is not; it has either an element or object of consciousness or 
it has not. If it is, then even as such it is characterised as having 
an object of consciousness. If it is not,. then the alternative is 
that it is not at all. The genetic theory of perception is utilized 
to discredit the very cognition. The contradictory contrast between 
thought and sense, which is said to be the highest peak of ancient 
as well as modern philosophy (more truly of idealism from Parmeni- 
des and Plato, to Hegel and his followers), is utilized to demonstrate 
the correctness. Of the illusory theory, Once such a contradic- 

1 cf. Buddhist Logic: Prof. Stcherbertsky Vol. I. p. 151, who quotes 
Dharmakirti’s view on this Nirvikalpaka pratyaksa. “‘ That sensation is some- 
thing quite different from productive imagination can be proved just by intros- 
pection. Indeed, everyone knows that an image is something utterable (capable 
of coalesing with a name). Now if we begin to stare at a patch of colour and 
withdraw all our thoughts on whatsoever other (objects), if we thus seduce 


un consciousness to a condition of rigidity, (and become as though uncon- 
scious), this will be the condition of the pure sensation. .” 
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tion is raised no power an earth can rescue that view from ending in 
that thorough-going illusion whose culmination is to be found 
in Nirvana and Nihilism. The savikalpaka jiiana is what we seek 
in knowing. It is undoubtedly a product of mental activity linking 
present experience with the past. As Visnu Citta has said it is 
influenced by samskara and udbodha. If nirvikalpaka pratyaksa 
is merely the reaction of the sense-organs to the object savi- 
kalpaka is the discrimination which expands that sense-knowledge 
It is that which relates that fragmentary experience to the total 
reality and educts its relations to it, It is syntheses as well as 
analysis, comprehension which follows on apprehension.” 


We find that the importance given to the nirvikalpaka as the ding 
an sich, thing-in itself, svilaksana, as the real, are extreme statements 
which seek to reduce the error arising out of the subject’s previous 
cognitions and habits of interpretation. Thus having turned unduly 
critical of mind itself, idealists have inevitably reduced all cognition 
into illusionary imposition, all reality into chimerical display 
of causality that cannot apply anywhere. Prof. Dawes 
Hicks takes a standpoint very much similar to R&mdanuja’s 
views on the nature of Perception. There is no place for mere 
sensation in a dynamic consciousness. Even the sense-organs 
are operating only by the will of the cognizer. There can obviously 
under these circumstances be no mere or abstract sensation. ‘‘Cogni- 
tion is essentially the same in all its forms, both in its lowest 
and its highest levels. There is no break in its development. It 
is from the beginning a process of separating, distinguishing and 
comparing, (distinguishing differentiation, discernment and 
comparison of features, characters and marks, which are to be 
found in the object) Cognition includes an act of synthesis, 
but this synthesis is not a putting together of the parts of the object) 
It consists rather in holding together different views of awareness. 
The essence of an act of cognizing is a process of distinguishing and 
comparing features which as given are already synthesized and not 
any creative synthetic activity exercised on the given manifold 
of experience.”* Ramanujas view on perception is identical with 
the above. Whether as a pure sensation or as definite cognition, 
the object is not constructed. But what are in it are educed, to 
use the expressive phrase of Prof. Spearman. 


1 Kevala-caksuradi-indriya-janyam nirvikalpakam, N. P. p. 43. 
2. cf My “ Some Problems of Indian Logic -TSeV-Onw Vol. 1953: 
3, ‘cf. Hundred Years of British Philosophy : Rudolf Metz. p. 513 
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Every cognition from the simplest sensation to the most 
highly correlated perception, isemore or less mediated and the 
distinction drawn between knowledge through acquaintance 
and knowledge through description cannot be deemed to be absolute 
indeed if it is not denied. 


iV 


Nyaya Nirvikalpa-pratyaksa and Nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa 
of Advaita. 


We shall next consider how far we can assume that the Nyaya 
nirvikalapaka-pratyaksa, sensation, is identical with the sensation 
of Advaita. 


In the first place supposing the Nyaya nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa 
is capable of revealing the mere ‘isness’ of a thing undifferenced 
and undefined, is it the same as the sanmatra of Advaita? The latter 
‘isness’ is the isness of consciousness or dnubhiiti, experince or 
samvid, and is not the mere ‘is’ of Nyaya—the atomic structure or 
material presentation in its mass-character. The tertiary com- 
pounds made out of binary atoms alone are the perceptible matrix. 
of all objects. Their combinations and arrangements make 
objects. These are being perceived. The ‘isness’ of this character 
is different from the psychical ‘isness’ of Advaitic idealism. That 
which is perceived in the one case is pure matter of the thing; 
in the other case, it is the pure expansiveness of consciousness without 
any limitation or name or quality. The latter is the pure conscious- 
ness alienated from the impressions and re-collections and associated 
tags of individual ignorance, which overlay all cognition of ‘objects. 
Every savikalpaka pratyaksa isa relational knowledge wherein the 
matter of the object is pure consciousness, and the form and namé 
and relations, which constitute, what for us are outer 
and inner objects, are constructions of the mind itself on that 
original matrix. It is thus absolute for this theory of Advaita, 
and incidentally of Buddhism which was the parent of this theory, 
that savikalpaka-pratyaksa should be wholly erroneous from the 
ultimate standpoint; whereas for the realistic schools, though 
savikalpaka-pratyaksa might become erroneous due to over burden- 
ing impositions of progressive symbolic relations,} or due to the 


1. cf, Kant‘s a priori synthesis. 
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application of thought for the limited purposes of conduct and effici- 
ency in a particular manner, it is not something that is fundamen- 
tally false; on the contrary, it is that which is fundamentally 
true, because itis that which has been arrived at through careful 
observation and comparison, and experimentation. Knowledge 
in order to be true should be definite, and jwell-defined so that it 
leaves one in no doubt as to what is true, and as such unambiguous 
and clear. Therefore savikalpdka-pratyaksa can become a 
pramana, a source of right knowledge. If, on the otherhand, 
it be uninformative, nebulous and ambiguous, it can never be 


a pramana. It is thus self-contradictory to hold at that rate 
that pratyaksa, determinate or indeterminate, is true at all. 
Other sources of knowledge indeed have to be approached. 


Knowledge is definition, and definition can have and has a 
place, as we have said, in sensation understood in the sense of 
nirvikalpaka. We have already described the qualities of this 
sensation. But Sankara’s nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa is said to transcend 
the definitions of true and false. Says Sir Radhakrishnan ‘Since 
indeterminate perception does not transcend immediacy, is dumb 
and unanalysed, is what James calls ‘raw unverbalised experience,’ 
the distinction between true and false does not apply to it’? There 
is certainly nothing against accepting this statement which goes to 
show that it is immediate, that is that it is almost a reflexive type 
of action, pratibimba. As we have said the most initial sensation 
can only be definite, with distinctions however vague and blurred; 
there might be relative indefiniteness, but it is something, a ‘some- 
what’ and not a mere ‘that ’. But the implications of sensation 
do not go only that far. Advaita holds that the sensation presents, 
firstly, non-difference; secondly,that it is unqualified; thirdly, that the 
stuff presented is homogeneous consciousness where there is no 
distinction between subject and object; and fourthly, that it is un- 
utterable, anirvacaniya. It is, of course, a true claim to make that 
we shall never know the infinitude or the illimitability of truth, 
but that is not equivalent to saying that it is unkowable and 
unpredictable. Unspeakable it might be, but it is not unknowable. 
It ig one of those claims of intuitionists who do not wish to see 
that definition is the fundamental nature of right knowledge, 
since definition precludes all watering down of the laws of contradic- 


1. - Indian Philosophy, Vol. 1 p. 60. 
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tion and excluded middle. But even these laws can be overcome 
through imagination. Intuition comes to birth as result of enquiry, 
and imaginaton helps this enquiry; in limiting all imagination by 
the principle of non-self-contradiction we might arrive at new angles 
of vision, and achieve a synthesis that shall not possess the cast 
iron moulds of mechanical logic. Direct intuition has universal 
significance. because it is synthetic apperception, definite in 
knowledge and essentially communicable in some manner, if not 
in words, in symbols that the mind in its multi-dimensional nature 
might grasp. Religious consciousness might be touched to the 
core by it and reveal essential significances inexpressiblein words, 
But to mistake direct apperception of intuition for the initial raw 
unverbalized immediate sensation of mass-feeling is fundamentally 
wrong, and vitiated by inner contradiction, though forsooth it is 
impossible to refer any inner contradiction to it, Thought might 
not be adequate to express the tension of the spirit, and. the rich 
concreteness of the sensation might be made to live an unreceptive 
life when the mind becomes rigid in its reception and as if unconscious 
of it. But sensation is the tension of the organ which is impinged 
upon by the object. Its liveliness, it owes to the object. Intuition _ 
is equally lively, but it is unambiguous and definite, and the complaint 
about its inexpressibility is due to the finiteness of the subject and 
its distance from integral truth and its limitations. The claim 


that intuition is sensation is untrue and such an experience does 
not exist,? 


The activity of thought (vikalpa) on the contents of sensation 
modifies it; so to speak, and makes it a percept, It is nota merely 
additive function that thought has for it makes the perception organic 
with the world of experience that it already knows. By no stretch 
of imagination can it be said that this sensation is mere conscious- 
ness, samvid. Even Kant who made the region of Pure Reason 
almost universal, could not surrender the realm of brute fact, so 


1. cf. Modern Philosophers: 8. Hoffding. It is true that Benedetto Croce 
accepts intuition as equivalent to sensation even as Kant does. But they were 
aware of the difference between an intuition of sense and intuition of reason, 
A confusion on this point has led to the view that all of us are intuitive in an 
elemental manner and that all experiences are intuitive. To what logical faults 
this doctrine may lead one need not be canvassed here. It is absolutely true 
that every idealism has ended in a dualism between the absolute and finite. 
Ergo the truth lies in dualism. 
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much so he held that conceptions without intuitions are empty 
This has a nature indeed different from the cognizing consciousness. 
By no stretch of imagination can it be argued that we see in 
sensation a barren ‘that’ ;even if it be ture, it can never be conscious- 
ness. Consciousness does not get any place in sensation, since 
from it every effort of consciousness has been sedulously withdrawn. 
Consciousness gets a contact, and establishes a relation between the 
sense-organs of the embodied self and the external object. Without 
this relation there can be no cognition. This is the importance of 
the consciousness in cognition. An obsessed idealist thinks that 
all things are merely states of consciousness or streams of states of 
consciousness and just psychical stuff. To find reasons for this 
unfortunate deduction through introspective psychology he has 
to invent a theory of phenomenalism or categorial make-up and 
conjure up a power of ignorance that makes a world of appearance 
and creates a permanent subject. The meterial of this world of 
appearance has finally to be found in the creative activity of the 
subject, the storehouse of all these impressions or rather psycical 
imaginations, the alaya-vijidna; and thus there exists nothing else 
except series of states, and a storehouse of psychical impressions 
which might well be called the self in a phenomenal sense according 
to Buddhist Yogacdra, and in a noumenal sense according to 
Advaita. 


_ The ‘that’ in sensation is not of the stuff of consciousness. 
Though whatever is perceived is a consciously perceived object, it 
cannot be spoken of as consciousness itself, or as a formation 
of consciousness. Experience is a conscious experience. But 
experience involves also an experience of a ‘that’, The ‘that’ 
might persist or might not persist in the outer world, be it a momen- 
tary existence or persistent thing, but so far as the inner memory 
is concerned it belongs to consciousness and exists as psychical 
stuff or knowledge. At no time does it give up its reference to 
the outer object. Though it is a representation in one sense, in 
perception itself it is not the representation that we perceive 
but the object itself directly as standing out there. The represen- 
tation in memory at no time loses its outer reference and projection 
but on this account it cannot be said that representionalism is 
accepted. It isthe given, and between this and the undifferentiat- 
ing (undifferenced) consciousness, there is nothing in common.’ 


1. S.B. Li. 1. Na sanmatrameva vastu. Na-kenapi pramanena nirvisesa- 
vastu siddhih: Vedartha Samgraha 308. 


1i.3: Atyantatindriyatvena pratyaksadi pramdanavisayataya brahmanas- 
§astraikapramanakatvat uktasvaripam brahma: The Brahman is altogether 
beyond the senses, and so does not form the object of any means of proof, 
such as perception etc., and the sastra alone forms the means of proving Him. 
Kena Up. I. 
2 
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It is an ingenious device to ask for a sanction of Nyaya for 
the Advaitic conception of nigvikalpaka as the core of reality. 
Even if it were an independent conception, which it is not, since 
this is undoubtedly buddhistic, it is an unprovable assumption. 
As Raémanuja says there is no barren sensation, a sensation without 
an attribute of form, ripa and colour even if it be merely a patch 
of light. The concept of an undifferenced-sensation as a limiting | 
phase of consciousness might be conceded; but without the qualifi- 
cations attached to its appearance, it is an impossible experience, 
if not an unreal abstraction, ; ; 


V 


Consciousness and Cognition. 


The next point we shall discuss pertains to the nature of the 
act of cognition and the nature of consciousness which is claimed 
to be a homogeneous substance, the known and the act of knowing 
rolled into one. 


Consciousness is a function of the knower revealed in the act 
of cognition. It is realizable as a function of the knower, necessary 
for the purpose of life itself, and it is inseparable from the existence 
of the knower. Every act of cognition reveals more or less simulta- 
neously three terms; the object, the subject and the cognitive relation. 
It is the essence of cognition to reveal both the object and the subject 
within itself as two poles which it connects, though it belongs 
inseparably to the subject-end. It is found that it is purposive 
in so far as it bears the message of the outer existence to its owner, 
the self, whose function it is revealed to be. It is thus a dharma, 
a function, a quality, dynamic, purposive and essentially belonging 
to some self. It is not found apart from its substrate, the self, 
whose function it is. It reveals its owner as well as itself in the 
act of cognition, as also the object. Yamundcdrya writes that 
perceptive consciousness is that which reveals a thing through itself 
at the time of presentation.? He defines Consciousness as svasrayasya 


1. Siddhitraya: p. 21 (Benares Ed.). 


2. Siddhitraya: p. 23 Pratyaksasamvit svasattakale svavisayasya sad- 
bhavam sadhayanti. 
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svasattayaiva prakdsamanatvam  svavisaya-sadhanatvam va anu- 
bhititvam. RamAnuja accepts this definition of Consciousness 
as stated by Yamunicarya. “The essential nature of consciousness 
consists therein that it shines forth, or manifests itself, through tts 
own being to its own substrate at the present moment; or that it 
is instrumental in proving its own object to its substrate’. 


In the above definition one important feature is that cognition 
which is perceptive refers to the present moment and not to the past 
or the future. This limitation of cognition to the present moment 
has afundamental reference to the conditions of time and space, 
refutation of which has led the other schools into pitfalls. 


This consciousness is awareness of something be it over so 
much as a mere structure or a jati. It is not bare awareness 
without content or with non-existence as content. It is not either 
a form of consciousness that we perceive or consciousness merely 
that does not reveal even the subject. That which is perceived is a 
real being, a sattd, as we have already said, which is objective, and 
is never a mere cit. Even if it were another embodied being, a cit 
encased in a body, it is as an object that it is being perceived 
and not as one’s self, whatever identity in jati the subject 
and object might here possess. .A sammatra thus can never be 
identified with one’s own cinmatratva in perception. So far from 
conscious mind. being owned by experience, it is experience that 
is being owned by conscious minds, just as the light is owned by 
the flame rather than the flame is owned by the light. Prof. Dawes 
Hicks says that “‘so far from conscious minds being owned as F.H. 
Bradley conceived, by experience, the fact rather is that experience 
is owned by conscious minds, if indeed, it is permissible in this 
context, to talk of ‘ownership’ at all’? 


Vi 


Yogi-Pratyaksa and Consciousness as object. 


A further contention is made that in the higher states of 
Consciousness we perceive the highest experience as a mere mass- 
feeling and that this can be attained by the practice of yoga (trance). 


ee, 
1. SB. Lil. “ Anubhititvam nama vartamanadasayam svasattayaiva 
svasrayam prati prakasamanatvam . ” (cf. Thibaut’s p. 48). 
2. ‘Philosophical Bases of Theism: Prof. Dawes Hicks: p. 31. 
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In aparoksa-experience (immediate higher experience) we are told 
that we do experience the Undifferenced Consciousness, nirvisaya, 
nirabhilapya, anirvacaniya consciousness, as the substrate of all 
phenomena. 


In Yoga there is a state of consciousness which is called the 
fourth, turiya, in which there is said to be the realization of the 
unchanging Self! Gaudapada, one of the most profound thinkers 
undoubtedly influenced by Buddhistic Yogacéra School in his 
Karika on the Mandikya Upanisad maintains that this state reveals 
the dissolution of the subject-object relation in an all-embracing 
consciousness.? It is in this state that the purest and undifferenced 
identity of all reality, its singleness or monism is realized or known. 
Difference is the stigma of all phenomena and is the cause of all 
disruption and deceit, is the cause of perishability or mortality. 
The real is neither perishable nor difference nor causal prius. 


Yogi-Pratyaksa (this aparoksdnubhati) has nothing to do 
with this turya consciousness of the Mandikya. “ Although 
such a perception—which springs from intense imagination— 
implies a vivid presentation of things, it is, after all, nothing more 
than a reproduction of the. previously perceived and does not 
therefore rank as an instrument of knowledge: for it has no means 
of applying itself to objects other than those perceived previously.’’ 
It is on the other hand a source of error. 


What we find on analyzing Yogic experience is that it is most 
often nothing more than a hallucinatory self-projection of one’s 
own memories and previous experiences gaining the vividness 
characteristic of perception, due to internal Stimulation. It isa 
product of over-wrought imagination which might lead to erroneous 
judgment, and in any case it cannot be an instrument of pure 
knowledge. The realization of the turya state may be the state 
of realization of the limitless expanse of consciousness divested 
of all limitation of body and mind and all contradiction which 
thwart the apprehension of the real. Consciousness perceived 


1. Buddhistic thought does not accept = permanent self, though it might 
accept an alaya-vijiiana a storehouse of impressions which also is a momentary 
thing. 

2. Ajati-vada is that of Gaudapada. 

. 3, $.B. 11.3, Napi yogajanyam: bhavanaprakarsaparyantajanmanas tasya 
visadavabhasatve ‘pi purvanubhitavisayasmy’timatratvan mu pramanyam. 
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in this manner in turya may be taken to be not the substance of 
all things but rather as the attribute of the individual who has 
been freed from all its limitation—nirapdadhika-jfidna. 


Yogi pratyaksa can never reveal reality as such, since it is 
imagination. It can never be real. 


This conclusion ought not to be taken to mean that Ramanuja 
does not accept any experience such as that Yamunacharya himself 
affirmed that the proof of divine existence can only be through 
Yoga; that is, Yoga-praxis leads to or grants the divine perception. 
God in His infinite grace endows the vision which the normal 
eye cannot have.! This indeed is different in kind from the pratyaksa 
that is said to be caused by Yoga. The supersensory perception 
is granted by the grace of God as a fruit, so that the individual 
might perceive the entire organic character of reality even as the 
visions of Bali and Arjuna Bhagavad-prasdda labdha yogi-prat- 
yaksam divyam.* Thus this also is yogi pratyaksa but it is a free 
sift of the Divine to the individual. This is the real intuition 
in relation to the external world when the individual is fit to receive 
this grace—tat yuktdvasthayam manonmatrajanyam.’ This is per- 
ception by the mind that has become an eye divine (divya-caksus).* 


It is a fruit of disinterested service of the Divine, a fruit of 
freedom from vacillation and dejected consciousness. Whether 
it is the Divine Knowledge (gnosis) or the integral or complete 
knowledge of the world, does not make much of a difference. 
It is the attitude of absolute disinterestedness in imagination, 
coupled with complete union with the Divine in all activities that 
can lead to the true knowledge about any object. Constant 
remembrance of prior experiences cannot be a source of knowledge. 
Bhavana balaja mdatram jagat-kartari-pratyaksam pratiksiptam.° 
In either case, real knowledge is available through the disinterested 
pursuit of truth, or truth pursued for its own sake. This truth 
is many-faced and undoubtedly infinite, and includes an integral 
aspect which grants it the unity or singleness as much as it does 
the manifoldness or ‘plurality. 


Siddhitraya: Isvarasiddhi. : ‘ 

’ Nydya-Pariguddhi: question from Sri Visnucitta p. 38. 
Ibid., p. 39. a 

“ Srnvantopi na Srnvanti, Janantopi am janate, 
pasyantopi na pasyanti pasyanti jfana-caksusah. 
Nyaya-Parisuddhi p. 40. 


SON sere irae 
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This knowledge is available to all freed souls after they are 
liberated from their physical bodies which they had inherited: 
viyukta-vasthayam tu bahyendriya-janyamapi.' When the individual 
by his consecrated devotion to the Highest God earns his freedom 
to know everything, which is said to be svaripdvatharanam, (an 
individual possessing capacity to know the entire world and merge? 
himself in the Divine Lord who is the Self of all other individuals 
too), then he gains the divine vision, the capacity to know the 
infinite mansions of the Divine. A new body that does not hide 
or interfere with perception but grants fullest freedom, knowledge 
and bliss, becomes his; a divine body is at it were worn. Thus 
Divya-pratyaksa is not an impossible thing. Indeed it is the truth 
of the individual consciousness when it is liberated from the 
trammels of the sensory organs. But this is not the imagination . 
intensified by praxis of Raja and Hatha yogas. 


Thus we find that despite the fact that there is a variety of 
perception different from nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka, such as 
the perception through the divine eye or mind, it does not even 
give a proof of the bare being, the nirvisaya-consciousness or 
experience. The subject object relation can never be reduced to 
mere experience. The object can never be made into a function 
of the subject, that is mere consciousness. The subject cannot be 
dissolved into its attributes or functions, though the three are 
inevitably implied in all perception. 


It has been suggested that intuition reveals a bare or pure 
consciousness meaning by. intuition something different from 
perception. Ramanuja considers this problem in detail. For 
our purpose it is not necessary to enter into the meaning of the 
texts. Suffice it to find out the logical basis of these experiences 
themselves. 


1. Nydya Parisuddhi, p. 39. 
2. Ibid p. 38. 


CHAPTER II 


INTUITION AND SRUTI-PRAMANA 
I 


In the previous chapter we have seen that Ramanuja contends 
against Advaita and other schools who hold that experience is 
all and that it is proved by perception and that the ‘ that’ revealed 
in perception is qualitiless and without any differentiation or 
having any parts. In this chapter further consideration of the 
Aparoksajfiana which is said to be superperception involving no 
mediation of inference is made. 


Ramanuja holds that inference involves the discriminating 
activity of the knowing mind; and surely no one denies that inference 
involves subject-object relation, and plurality. All that is sought 
is somehow to get over the limitations imposed on us by the dis- 
criminating intellect. Nor does inference shew anything more 
than the interrelationships subsisting between individuals belonging 
to varying times and places and types and causality. Indeed 
our ratiocinating mind functions according to the laws of thought 
seeking synthesis of diverse facts no less imperatively than it seeks 
to analyze the given in perception. Its content then is nothing 
more than what is perceived. Perception involves an elementary 
recipience. whereas inference disposed towards synthesis of the 
given involves greater activity of the mind. In this greater activity 
is involved the whole group of activities which we designate the 
personality, its wants, desires, memories and affections; its total 
being carves out of the given only such parts as stimulate its needs. 
Danger indeed-lies here; and all faults of reasoning have their 
source in this. Thus the given is likely to be vitiated by the mental 
conditions. A pure mind devoid of all these conditions might 
be expected to know the real all the same. Savikalpaka involving, 
as it does, the activity of mind, however slight, is vitiated; so also 
is inference. The pure perception got through effort of the activity 
of the mind in yoga, leads to an immediate perception, or more 
correctly, sense-organs are not the agents of this perception or 
experience. 
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Ramanuja refuses to recognise any distinction between per- 
ception and aparoksa in so far ds they are experiences. Perception 
does not grant illusion; nor is granting of reality the prerogative 
of immediacy, or non sensory cognition, as such. Ramanuja 
does not use the word aparoksa, his word being divya-pratyaksa. 
Sankara creates a dualism between the practical and pure pheno- 
menal and the transcendental, apara and para, and it stands for 
a new distinction between reality of the external world of matter 
and the reality of the self. In reality aparoksa can only mean the 
perfect consciousness unlimited in range and intensity due to 
purification of the mind and prana (vital consciousness). 


If we grant that pratyaksa gives us only the knowledge of 
events which are transitory and changing, and thus gives us 
knowledge of the external world of constant impacts between 
elements and actions on a huge mechanical scale, consciousness 
which is pure, gives us not only the knowledge of the particular 
perishing existences but also the true and unique nature of their 
real relations with one another. Divine Perception is an apprehen- 
sion of the whole, of which these crashing atoms and movements 
are parts. Consciousness, in its limited condition, gives us 
knowledge of discrete data of the external world without any 
Significant connections or unifying formula of interrelationship. 
The self same consciousness in its fully expanded condition gives 
us a fully articulated definition of reality throbbing with significance, 
and all fall into a unified picture as it were. Thus, consciousness, 
however veiled is not a giver of illusion. This is the basis of the 
satkhyati-theory of Ramanuja. 


Thus facts of the objective world are given to an embodied 
soul through perception; relations, general and particular, between 
these facts are inferred or seen by the activity of thought or intellec- 
tion, vikalpa and with the help of vyapti, invariable concomitance, 
and memory. The highest knowledge is attained neither by per- 
ceptions through sense which are particulars nor by inferences 
which present generalities as such, but only by supersensory per- 
ception or intuition. 


To achieve even this, the ‘ Words’ of those who have already 
achieved and known have to be consulted and followed. Intuition 
even though natural to the individual, is feeble, and has to be 
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strengthened by practice of disinterested devotion to knowledge 
and to the highest purposes of the Divine. Such then is the diffe- 
rence between the perceptive knowledge and intuitive knowledge’ 
which we designate as insight into reality, for it is neither influenced 
by vydpti nor karma nor vasana nor vyavahara nor disease of the 
sense organs. If a more clear cut distinction has to be made, 
we may say that the external reality is perceived, whilst the internal 
or the spiritual is intuited, defining external and internal as the 
two aspects of a thing distinct indeed from the internal and external 
o the subject who perceives or intuits. 


Ramanuja refuses to recognize the three degrees of reality 
of pratyaksa, anumana and sabda, or in advaitic terminology, 
pratyaksa, paroksa and aparoksa since that would mean that we are 
trying to impugn the reality of each in turn, especially the reality 
of the data given in perception. Further it is a distinction without 
a difference. An identical consciousness is operative in these 
three phases, and in each of these three phases some aspects of 
the real are exhibited. 


It is true that perception is of a fragment of reality, a snatch 
and a patch, nothing more. It does not reveal the constitutive 
principles of knowledge or reality. It supplies, it is true, only 
snapshots, but even then snapshots do exhibit certain elemetnary 
relations and configurations. and these induce, so to speak, other 
extensions of the relationships with the help of principles governing 
perceived invariable concomitances and similarities. But the 
limitations under which inference suffers are serious when we 
consider that it has to build a superstructure on the basis of these 


snatches and patches of perceptive data. Relieved from the 
immediate, contemplating the wide range of similar phenomena 


mediately or in imagination, undoubtedly there is facilitated the 
understanding of the principles of truth. And predictability 
becomes more and more sure and exact. But there are limits 
to this RamAnuja points out that despite the amount of expansion 
in our knowledge that intellectualizing reason or understanding 
might make, it can never lead to the knowledge of the highest 
perfection which is the limit supreme of intelligence itself. 


That there is a Transcendent above the experienced, has 
never been denied by Ramanuja. The Transcendent can be known 
and experienced; this also Ramanuja claims to be possible. But 
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he does not admit any opposition between the’consciousness that 
knows this and the consciousntss that knows That. He avers 
that whilst reason or understanding infers correctly about other 
things it can never infer correctly about the Whole and the Supreme 
Transcendent. 


U 
Para vidya or Para jfiana. 


Ramanuja accepts the idealistic view that the essence that 
substands or supports the whole of reality is Spiritual and not 
material. It is the immanent principle of order, and must be 
considered to be the active pervasive principle of reality all over. 
It is the absolute permanent in the changing world. Thus the 
truth of all existence must be sought in this essence, supreme rasa. 
It can be said to be the cause of the entire universe or the primary 
base of the cosmological arguments_of the theists. An inference 
from the nature of experience to the existence of God is said to be 
sufficient proof for the existence of God. Ramanuja_ contends ~* 
that all arguments based on cosmology and teleology are grounded 
on comparisons and analogies available in the fragmentary creative 
activities of finite beings, and cannot lead to the proof of the omni- 
causal, omni-pervasive omni-potent being at all. Further such 
arguments prove a substance not a personality and a spirit. The 
Spinozistic proof without teleology led him to substance. The 
Cartesian proof, ontological though it was, was grounded on 
nothing more than belief. The teleological principle cannoi 
prove an omniscient being. Kant’s famous. criticism is perfect ; 
all these proofs at best may reveal the upper limit to the notion 
of cause, nothing more, never a real existence. 


. The Nyadya argument is that God could be inferred from the 
conception of the most perfect intelligence required for the sake — 
of explaining the order and design of the world and its motion 
and arrangement. Due to anthropomorphism inherent in common 
sense, the inference from the appearance of order in human 
creations leads to the inference of a supreme creator other than 
the mechanical movements of the atoms. At the back of all 
creation there is an intelligence. ‘ This’in substance is the argument 
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of Udayana. Adrsta, the unseen force, is a natural potency, 
not an intelligence like the Nous of Anaxagoras. Thus neither 
karma nor adrsta can explain the design, though they might explain 
the moving and the acting. The world has a plan which no material 
entity, mechanical movement or inner necessity like adrsta can 
explain ; therefore God must be postulated as an existent being 
as the supreme cause of creation, whereas the atoms and adrsta 
are the material and instrumental causes. 


Ramanuja maintains that these proofs are not sufficient to 
prove the Divine. They may prove a very capable creator not 
the all-creator. Rdamanuja holds that God cannot be proved 
by perception, nor by inference which depends on the former 
though inference may gather in many more perceptions into its 
reckoning. It cannot go beyond the given in the experience 
And God is not given in perception. Continuity and extensity 
might be inferred to a great extent but one cannot infer the existence 
of a supreme Intelligence. The cosmological argument cannot 
prove the existence of God; it may prove that it is necessary for 
the existence of the world that there should exist an intelligence 
superior to any we know. It cannot affirm its existence though 
it may necessitate a presumption. And presumption is not proof. 
That is why it is said that the existence of God is proved by vision 
of Him, saksatkara. 


Inferentially idea cannot involve existence. Existence depends 
on the conditions of space-time, desakala-dkara; the existence of 
God transcends the conditions of space and time. God thus 
cannot be known through ordinary perception or by inference 
Nor do all ideals or ideas involve existence. Existence isa predicate. 
The skyflower cannot have existence though it is an idea it 
exists as an idea. Such ideas do not have place or time. Others 
exist at some places and at some times. Fictions such as horn 
of the hare and sky-flower or son of a barren women, involving 
intrinsic contradiction, are ideas outside space-time and causal 
conditions. 


The Divine Being thus is outside the pale of the pramanas 
of perception and anumana and upamana. “ Whom He chooses 
by him He is perceived.”? ‘‘ Not by austerities nor yet by mere 


1. Katha Up. I. ii. 23. Yam evaisa vrnute tena labhyah. 
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jfiina nor yet by works, but by the grace of the Divine only can 
the Highest be known, understéod and entered.”! Then alone 
does the Perfect Being become for the individual a real being; 
till then it should be content to believe in it as a regulative idea, 
a demand of practical reason or morality, and only possess-a 
precarious existence as an idea constantly getting modifications 
as to its satisfying character as the most real and most perfect. 
That there is a higher demand on us, the parama-purusartha, 
which means the demand to conceive of and perceive and experience 
the actual existence of the Most Perfect, even here and now, apart 
from which we have no place and being, entails the faith that 
fulfils itself as vision, as intuitive realization of ‘His being or 
Existence. The moral demand and the religiousi mperative compel 
our cognition to struggle forward beyond the immediate sensory 
and the mediate inferential towards the Vision that comes from 
Grace. 


1. B. Gité IX. 53 and 54, 


Ii 
Why should Sabda be accepted as absolute authority? 


The pirva-Mimamsa is a variety of tarka, reasoning. It assists 
the Sabda pramana. Its main topic is the discovery of the correct 
apparatus by which we could arrive at Vedic truth. It is more 
interested in the truth that we have known through communication 
through sound or rather hearing (Sruti), than through the other 
ways of knowing, like pratyaksa, anumana and upamana. The 
Pramanas pertaining to the latter three are discussed at length 
by the Nydya-schools of thought. The schools of Nyaya, Simkhya 
and their metaphysical and practical allies the Vai8esika, Yoga 
and Buddhistic schools, did not seriously consider the nature 
of the Sabdapramana, the authoritative utterances received by 
seers from a transcendent source. In most cases they were content 
to define jabda-pramana as apta-vacana, meaning by dpta one who 
1s interested in the ultimate welfare of the individual. It bears 
a very wide connotation since any one could be classed as an dpta, 
and it may not refer to the Vedas, upanisads and the other works 
which were deemed by the Vedantins to be specially of the wise, 
seers. All the other systems were more rationalistic in the sense 
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that their reasoning was not based on the scriptural texts of the 
Vedas, though some unorthodox schools do hold allegiance to 
other texts of their human teachers such as Gotama Buddha and 
Mahavira Jaina. At the best, words such as theirs represented 
such general tendencies of speculation as did not find adequate 
representation in the Vedas not to speak of their being merely 
snatches without coherence from the body of the Doctrine pro- 
pounded by the Vedas and upanisads. It was the intention of the 
Vedanta Sutras to undertake a comprehensive synthetic unification 
of the entire body of the Scriptural Teaching so as to enable us to 
know the Divine. To the rationalists however the Vedas and 
the upanisads meant nothing more than one of the many inter- 
pretations of life’s problems. 


Almost the first question that faces us here is, why should 
we consider that the faults inherent in the other pramanas do not 
inhere in this Sruti or Sabda-pramana? There is needed an analysis 
of the conditions of error which vitiate others and not this. Tradi- 
tional knowledge may be considered to yield a coherent picture 
of reality in so far as it has been on the anvil of criticism fora 
pretty long period in the history of experience. But there are 
differences in the traditions, for empirical traditions are different 
indeed from the ritualistic which has formed part and parcel of all 
religious practices everywhere. The question is which tradition has 
the authentic signature of truth, Antiquity by itself does not sanction 
truthness of a thing. The mimamsakas being rationalists —of 
course within the ambit of investigation into authority without 
denying the efficacy of the rituals at all—were at pains to discover 
the principles of analysis and synthesis, and in so doing to discover 
the sources of error. There are, therefore, theories of error formu- 
lated by the mimamsakas in addition to the absolute claim they 
make for the Sabda-pramana. We shall consider at another 
place in extenso the theories of perceptual and other types of error. 
Here the point to note is that the Sabda is claimed to avoid the 
triple sources of error (karana-dosah). 


Nyaya-Vaisesika has given us the cues to the determination 
of what is wrong with perceptual knowledge. It has found the 
causes that lead to misapprehension due to the non-correspondence 


4. V.S.Li.4 Tattu samanvayat. 
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with reality. The defects are due to factors of senses or the mind 
itself, but these defects can never be known or perceived except 
by a reference to reality directly through action, a reference that 
is incapable of being made via representation or comparison. 
This practical test is indeed extraneous to thought but it is not 
by any means extraneous to reality which is amenable to both 
thought and action in a synthesis of conduct. 


Thus everything is known not only as to what it looks to 
the eye, but also as to what purpose or use it can be put to, and 
for which it is adequate. Thus the causal principle and teleological 
nature of every object get proved, for they are implicit in each 
and every object of reality. To separate this two-fold nature, 
the thought from the practical use or content or nature of each 
thing, is to divorce reality of its worth and value. Illusions are 
resolved by the dual test rather than by any one. Indeed the © 
cognition enforces the conduct in relation to it, is a preparation 
for action or use. 


With regard to the theory of Prabhakara which upholds 
that non-discrimination, akhydti, is the source of error, we have 
to say that it does not prove or explain all error. The anyathakhyati 
—theory of Kumé§arila does not either. Whether there is any 
one theory which exhaustively explains all error on the perceptual 
level of experience without taking in, in some form, both the theories 
of error aforesaid, is a matter of grave doubt. Error in perception 
in the first place is due to non-discrimination, and in the second 
place is due to the mistaking of one thing for another. In the 
first case, more and more discrimination will get rid of the error, 
but in the second case, nothing less than the practical test will 
avail to dissolve the error in perception. Verification of the per- 
ception is necessary to avoid error. That is to say, to act in an 
erroneous manner leads not to the predicted consequences or 
known results but to some other results and consequences. Action 
becomes a failure, and that decides the truth about a thing’s 
existence or rather nature, svariipa. It is true that the best cure 
for non-observation is more observation and careful observation. 
Such a thing is fruitful when there is nothing wrong about the 
sense-organs themselves as well as with our mind which is liable 
to fluctuations of attention and interest, grasping greeds and 
potencies. When however, the sense-organs are not in good 
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condition, the test of svatah pramanya, self-evidence, will be found 
to be indeed inadequate. But metaphysically speaking, almost 
all the theories of Indian Philosophy hold that the sense organs 
are products of karma, action, and are imperfect veiling agents, 
making things appear otherwise than what they are.t Coherence 
of facts continuously derived from faulty conditions might get a 
coherence of a sort, but that does not vouchsafe that that is the 
only test of reality. Reality is finally to be lived and experienced. 
As Ramanuja said, for the universal vision of double moon 
(timiradosa) on a particular island, there is no cure, even as the 
irremovable categorial blue spectacles of Kant can never make 
us perceive reality as it is in itself. As Bertrand Russell argued 
we can create any number of self-consistent systems of philosophy 
none of which bear any semblance to reality at all. The criterion 

of self-evidence or self-consistency cannot avail us in these cases. 
- Nor would it be possible to arrive at truth if every one spent a 
fevered existence. 


However much then this might satisfy us in so far as we seek 
to arrive the theoretical consistency without going forward towards 
objects themselves in order to testify to their truth or otherwise, 
truth would remain an idle dream. To contend that knowledge 
must be full and complete before action can take place is as sane 
a possibility as.that a man should know swimming before he learns 
to swim. Action and knowledge mutually correct themselves 
in order to facilitate greater and greater knowledge. A healthy 
interaction between conduct, experience and experiment is a 
necessity forced upon ‘any theory of truth. 


So far then as our affirmations go, knowledge is its own testi- 
mony, provided the instruments of our cognition are all in a healthy 
condition, undiseased, sane and unemotional, Mimamsa accepts 


1, In Buddhism the sense-organs delude by making things which are 
momentary, appear permanent, the atoms as having form which they do not 
possess, in hypostatizing objects which are inside as outside, in shewing the 
non-existent as existent. In Jainism we have the karma-matter distorting 
perception. In Advaita-Vedanta there is again the action of Karma and Maya 
which distort the one consciousness into the appearance of many. In Rama- 
nuja’s doctrine too this karmalis an effective contracting agency which limits 
the ambit of perception, though it does not distort it. In Samkhya and in 
Nyaya also Karma plays an important role as an illuding or distorting device. 
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the theory of self-evidence with the conditions we have enumerated, 
namely, that there should be no error or mistake in the nature 
of the several instruments of cognition in perception. 


The senses and the mind must be freed from all defects. Is 
this condition fulfilled by any person? Such knowledge is true 
only of the Veda according to Mimamsa. If the source, that 
is the object itself, is vitiated by ambiguity, that is, if it has a plausible 
or possible similarity with other things as in the case of snake or 
rope or mirage, then the knowledge that follows upon that per- 
ception is uncertain, indefinite, frustrating and invalid. We would 
be forced to settle this ambiguity only by a recourse to fact, a 
reference which could be only by way of conduct. Thus if in 
the case of akhyati, non-discrimination, more observation, carried 
out fully and scientifically can not lead us to definite truth, though 
it may lead us to some ways of knowing other than the purely 
cognitive, in the case of anyathakhyati, we have to find out more 
and more fully the defects of sense-organs and the mind, and the 
ambiguity in the object’s nature itself in order to get over the 
illusion, By doing so, we arrive at the causes of error. Again. 
it is a fact that error is a fruitful source of correct knowledge with 
regard to the objects other than those that we contemplate or seek 
to know about. Thus error leads to discovery of the properties 
of objects, that is to say, to knowledge as in the case of the illusion 
of a bent oar in water, 


Thus we find that one valuable principle emerges even out 
of the consideration of the incidence of error, that is, it could 
occur only at three points, the subject, the object, and the means; 
in the subject, so far as emotional samskaric or karmic or vasana- 
propensities lead to non-discrimination or partial observation 
of the given (object); in the object, in so far as it might possess 
ambiguity, that is to say, superficial similarity that could at first 
look lead to identification with another object (the fallacy of 
upamana). and in the means, in so far as these have defects, natural 
or due to conditions of perception in the sense-organs, 


In a similar manner we are enabled to discuss pramdanas such 
as inference, and shew that vydapti, invariable concomitance, might 
be either superficial or intrinsic. Error would have to be detected 
in the paksa or in the hetu or vyapti, or the example. The paksa 
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is the subject, the example uda@harana is the means, the hetu is 
the objective reason vyapti. Unless all these three are free from 
defects any true conclusion is impossible. Fallacies of paksa 
(asiddha), of Hetu (vyabhicara), of virodha, of bhadita and satprati- 
paksa, could all be seen to refer to defects in the three elements 
of cognition. 


Thus we find that in regard to the Sabda-pramana we have 
to reject or rather select our well-wishers on the basis of certain 
conditions we have laid down. All verbal testimony cannot be 
considered to be intuitive Sabda, just as all friends and well-wishers 
cannot be considered to be wise: the testimony that we get must 
be free from the initial errors of means and source. The source 
must be pure and perfect; so also the means must be pure and 
perfect. Such Sabda is true and perfect. Such is the Veda. By 
the grace of the Divine granted to the Rsis their visions are super- 
sensory, untainted by the sense-organs and karma. The objects 
of the Sabda, are untainted and true and pure. Further to know 
them it is necessary to be in that receptive mood of mind wherein 
there is no confusion, no obsession, no inattention and no defect. 
Rsi-minds were in a high stage of yoga due to tapas. The truths 
themselves and the rituals taught were all not creations by an 
intensified consciousness, but were seen to be the truths of eternal 
existence, and not man-made. Sabda which is the Veda, is 
uncreated even by God, therefore the causality of an imperfect 
Being for their existence is ruled out. Therefore they form a 

_perfect document. 


Such in brief is the view entertained by the Mimamsakas 
regarding the validity of the sabda-pramana, which is pure in 
regard to the three possible sources of infection; the subject, the 
object, and the means. Other Sastras owe their origins to human 
beings, temporary historical figures of humanity or even master 
minds, But they are vitiated by lack of perfect truth. 


Sankara accepts sabda as valid testimony. But he pleads 
that it leads to the knowledge of the absolute pure Being which 
is the undifferenced consciousness.: Sabda im most close to intuitive 


niet 

“{,. Mandukya Up. 7. “The wise think that the fourth (caturtha) which 
is cognizant neither of internal objects nor of external objects (in the distinctive 
and analytical way), nor at the samme time of the ume and the other (viewed 
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cognition, and as such is superior to perception. “The Sruti 
depends on direct perception’ (in. the _ Sphere of transcendent 
knowledge) for in order to be an authority, it is necessarily inde- 
pendent of all other authority; and smrti plays a part analogous 
to that of induction since it also derives its authority from an 
authority other than itself.”! This Sabda consists of two types 
of texts it is said, and Sankara dichotomously divides these into 
the the transcendental texts and the phenomenal texts. This is 
in the realm of knowledge texts; for there is a division into know- 
ledge texts and ritual texts. 


Ramanuja accepts the supremacy of the Sabda even like 
Sankara: he does not however admit that it teaches an undifferenced 
Consciousness; he does not accept the dichotomous and mutually 
exclusive division into transcendental (para) and phenomenal 
(apara, vyavahara) texts, nor does he consider the two-fold division 
into knowledge texts and ritual-texts to be mutually incompatible. 
They are all one coherent structure, a single organic unity.2 To 
divide them in this manner can never lead to synthesis but to division 
which will constantly be at war with experience as we know it. 


Sankara dichotomized the texts as pertaining to two different 
and even antagonistic teachings such as Karma and Brahma, 
saguna and nirguna, as phenomenally and transcendentally real 


synthetically and in principle), and which is not (even) a synthetic whole of 
integral knowledge, being neither cognizant nor non-cognizant is invisible 
(adrsta, and equally imperceptible by any faculty whatsoever), non-active 
(avyavahara) in its immutable identity), incomprehensible (agrahya since it 
comprises all), indefinable (alaksana, since it is without any limit)-unthinkable 
(acintya, incapable of being invested with any form), indescribable (avyapadesya, 
incapable of being qualified in any particular attribution of determination)» 
the sole basic essence (pratyaya-sdra) of the self (atma, present in all states), 
devoid of any trace of development or manifestation (prapajica upasama, and 
therefore absolutely and totally liberated from the special conditions of any 
mode whatever of existence), fulness of peace and bliss, without duality; It is 
Atma (itself, beyond and independently. of all conditions: (Thus) Must it be 
known.” 


1. Sankara Bhasya quoted by Rene Gnenon; Man and his Becoming P. 11 


2. Ramanuja claims that Pirvamimamsa and Uttaramimamsa are nme 
Sastra. Sri Bhasya, I. I. 1: Mimamsa sastram— Athato Dharmajijfiasa itya- 
rabhya “ Andvrttiiiabdadanavrttisiabdat ” ityevam antam sangativisesena 
visistakramam. 
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instructions. Sankara relegated karma and saguna to the pheno- 
menal realm of Maya or Avidya which is contradictory to Jaana 
and Nirguna. Ramanuja holds this dichotomy to be false and 
unwarranted, as it does not really show his allegiance to the unitary 
teaching of the Veda or its total worthiness. If it is conceded 
that Veda refers to two contradictory teachings we should seek a 
criterion that shall distinguish between them for our purposes. 
That would imply that a criterion other than self-evidence (svatah- 
pranmanya) would have to be framed. It means thus a refutation 
of self-evidence, and is a subtle way of entering into scriptural 
thought through reasoning which is valid only within the limits 
of actual sensory experience (pratyaksa). 


It may be difficult to unify the divergent trends of the Vedic 
and upanisadic instructions. Classification into vidyds, ways of 
knowing, has always been welcome but dichotomous division is 
unfortunately not the path towards synthesis, samanvaya. We have 
to discover a third principle from which or within which these 
two phases might get a realized unity. But such a unity which 
holds within it two opposites is irrational and cannot be sub- 
stantiated. Further if Hegel is appealed to to help ‘us in this 
predicament, we can remark that such an outlet is ruled out for 
Sankara, even if he had recourse to it, as some modern interpreters 
of Sankara are wont to, because the matter on which the discussion 
revolves does not belong to the perceptual or inferential order. 


We have admitted that classification and definition are the 
means to understanding the several trends of thought in the 
_Upanisads. But we have to note them not as contradictory to 
one another or annulling one another but as helping to make 
for an integral realization of the nature of Brahman, the ultimate 
reality. 


Further the doctrine of negation as affirmation is crucial 
to the understanding of the classification. Dichotomy believes 
only in the opposition of its two terms or divisions and never 
admits distinctive synthesis. The use of the negative an or a or na 
only leads us to suppose that the qualification is to shew that the 
thing so qualified is other than and not the opposite of. This 
interpretation is valid in regard to the, scriptural texts in general, 
because the insistence is that they form a synthetic or integral 
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body of unitary instruction. Examples of this are furnished 
by the terms A-Vidya which means Karma, A-sambhiti which 
means immortality, A-Karma which means Vidya, A-sat which 
means Prakrti, and Na-iti, which means the Transcendent. 


Again on the same count the karma and jfiana portions of 
the Vedic literature or Sabda are a synthetic body of doctrine. 
This is substantiated by the teaching of the Upanisads themselves 
as evidenced by the /iavdsyopanisad which teaches that by the 
one (karma) one crosses over death, and by the other (jfdna), one 
attains the Immortal; thus once for ail disposing of the argument 
for irreconcilable dichotomous division of the texts. 


Considered in this way, the true instruction contained in the 
Vedas and Brahmanas and the Upanisads is not at all about a 
nondual consciousness, but only about a true Being characterized 
by qualities of the highest perfection. In other words the instruc- 
tion contained in the Upanisads is regarding the Supreme Personality, 


Intuition is a fundamental type of cognition capable of appre- 
hending the true and the true only, when an individual is freed 
from all ignorance and karma and when he is freed from his body 
(deha) that is a product of karma. And Vedas alone can and 
do speak the voice of intuition fully and adequately. If the 
acteptance of Sruti is to be valid, it must be valid on the ground 
of its experiencability in some manner by the individual. Thus 
the validity of the Sruti finally depends for its sanction on the 
experience and Vision of the Divine by the individual. 


According to Ramanuja, the grutis are eternal.? They are 
of non-human origin (apauruseya). “The superhuman origin 
and the eternity of the Veda really mean that intelligent agents 
having perceived in their minds an impression due to previous 
recitation of the Veda in a fixed order of -words, chapters and so 
on, remember and again recite it in that very same order of succes- 
sion. This holds good both in regard to men and the highest 


1. In Sri-Rangardjastava it is claimed that divine Experience is more 
truly a vision than Perception is. The Jaina concept of vision is more or less 
similar to the above position purification of the body of the fruits of karma 
leads to vision or perception, pratyaksa. According to them however sensory 
vision is not perception, 4 


2. S.B.: Liii. 29: etadeva canvedasya auruseyatvam nityatvam ca... .cf. 
Adhikarana Saravali Li. 3. _ i " 
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Lord of all: there however is that difference between the two cases 
that the representation of the Veda which the supreme person 
forms in his own mind are spontaneous, not dependent on any 
impression previously made.’’? In other words, the Vedas are 
universal truths of intuition or fixed immutable principles by 
which the Lord manifests or creates and governs the moral and 
physical orders of the universe. The world of the Veda so to 
speak is the unchanging permanent. The Lord alone is capable 
of spontaneously generating it. Since Vedic principles form the 
body of truth, they express the fundamental nature of the Lord. 
Creation being the real activity of the Lord, the order manifested 
by Him and His creation is of a fundamentally identical nature, 
though not of an eternally recurrent nature in so far as any particular 
individuals and instruments are concerned. There is no eternal 
recurrence in the Nietzschean sense though there is an eternal 
recurrence in the order of the unfoldment and enfoldment, creation 
and dissolution. In fact ‘‘ He chooses the makers of the mantras ”’ 
who ‘see’ the hymns and transmit them loyally. 


Thus. valid insight is approached and realized through the 
practice of the ways of knowing prescribed in the scriptures such 
as madhu-vidya or dahara-vidyad etc., which are meditations on 
the Supreme. No other way is possible. In every case inference 
fails to establish the real and the perfect creator of the Universe. 


IV 
Cosmological Argument and God. 


The Nydya cosmological argument for the existence of God 
is disproved by Ramanuja on the ground that the world is not 
of the nature of an effect in the mums sense as jars, pots and cloth 


“ The Veda not having been made and being therefore perfect, its testimony 
is implicitly accepted, like the statements of m friend returning from m 
distance. Where any of the statements conflict with what is known 
from other sources, they are rejected. Similarly if the Veda makes 
a statement conflicting with sense perception, it should be understood 
in & sense ma mere praise.” 

3. ibid. Yat pirvapirvoccdranakrama-janita-samskarena tameva krama 

visesam smrtva tenaiva kramenoccaryatvam. 
4. ibid. Samskaranapeksam-eva svayameva anusamdhatte purusottamah. 
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made by ititeltigent beings. Nor is it an effect in the sense that 
it is made up of parts or displays the connection with or control 
by an intelligent being as is the case with a body controlled by a 
mind. Nor should it be said that there must be an intelligent 
being to fit the several parts in an order so as to be a working 
or living tissue of existence., All the arguments merely reveal 
that the world is a product of the individual soul or self and not 
of a universal or perfect being. We do observe that some persons 
of great yogic attainments or who are liberated are capable of 
creating some things and performing miracles too in many ways. 
“From all this it follows that the individual souls only can be 
causal agents: no legitimate inference leads to the Lord different 
from them in nature.” Tanubhuvandadi ksetrajhakartrkam, karyatvat 
ghatavat, isvarah karta na bhavati, prayojanasiinyatvat, muktatmavat, 
isvarah karta na bhavati, asariratvat na ca ksetrajhandm svasarira- 
dhisthane vyabhicarah, tatrdpyanddessiiksmasarirasya sadbhavat, 
vimativisayah kdloh na_ lokasiinyah, kalatvad vartamdanakdla- 
vat-iti. ‘* The body, the world, &c have the individual souls 
for their (producing) agents: because they possess the character 
of being produced effects (even) as a pot does: (2) The Lord is 
no agent (in the act of creation); because he has no purpose (in- 
creation) just as released souls (have not): (3) The Lord is no 
agent (in the act of creation) because he has no body (just as those 
same released souls have not).” And this last reasoning is not 
fallacious in being too widely applicable to the case of individual 
souls getting to preside over their own bodies, because, in such a 
case also, there is the (previous) existence of the beginningless 
subtle body (in association with those souls). (4) Time about 
' which there is difference of opinion, can never have been devoid 
of (created) worlds; because it possesses the character of being 
time, (even) like the present time.”’ (S.B./. i. 3) All these arguments 
and many more that pertain to the embodied nature, active nature, 
& etc., remind one of the paralogisms of Pure Reason that Kant . 
utilized to shew the inapplicability of causality beyond the realm 
of the phenomena. All transcendental applications involve inner 
contradiction. The appeal for Kant lay in the Practical Reason 
and more fully in the intuition of the Critique of Judgment. To 
Raméanuja it lies in the Veda, the heard-word of the sages. The 
ultimate word of Ramanuja is that Veda alone makes us know 
about the unity of the instrumental and material and the teleological 
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causality of Brahman. For “if we thought” says Ramanuja, 
‘** that these texts do not mean to intimate the real existence of 
Brahman, the mere idea to which they give rise would not satisfy 
us in any way.” Aupanisadesvapivakyesu brahmastitvatatparya- 
bhavaniscaye brahmajfiane satyapi purusartha paryavasdnam na syat. 
(S. B. I. i. 4). Thus whatever the Sabdapramana, all its ideas are 
eternal existences. In the case of Divine intuition all the ideas or 
representations that are discovered by it are existent or rather 
possess existence ‘as a predicate. The test of Sruit does involve 
the practice of its methods (vidyds). Mere knowledge without 
practical test of the same will not make for insight and revelation 
(anubhava). We must perceive them even as God perceives them; 
that is the promise of the equality that we shall attain when liberated 
from karma and rebirth. This is the vindication of the ontological 
argument. 


V 
Seeing and Being. 


The ‘ seeing ’ of the scriptures by the Divine and the individual 
souls grants them an eternal value according to some thinkers. 
Does the highest Being see all things as eternally existent or as 
created by Himself? 


Ramanuja says that the power of seeing and so on that belong 
to the Highest Self are not dependent on the sense organs: “It 
rather results immediately from its essential nature since its omni- 
science and power to realize-its purposes are due to its own being 
only.” It is because of this infinite capacity of His own nature, 
their beings are included in His seeing, or rather His seeing and 
their beings are one and the same thing. As the infinite Being 
whose nature is eternal knowledge and knowledge of a different 
kind indeed from any of the individual souls, bond or freed or 
eternally free. He is the source of all their being. In His case 
alone could it be truly said that idea (essence) involves existence. 
In the case of the individual souls, existence is contingent. We 
might also in perfect truth argue that He alone can cause or bring 
out anything from out of nothing,’ since in Him nothing is non- 

1. Meaning of Creation: Very Rev. Hugh Pope in Man: Summer 
School of Catholic Studies. Sheed & Ward-pp. 89ff. 
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existent. It is trué only of the individual finite soul to say that 
out of nothing nothing comes, x nihilo nihil fit, tuccad tuccameva 
abhavat. Not so with the Divine Being who could out of His 
own wish by a single act produce out of nothing even the material 
and the ultimate form. There is nothing repugnant in endowing 
all impossibilities of the finite being to the Infinite Being. , But 
Ram4nuja holds that whilst there may be enough justification 
for such a procedure and even acceptance, it is necessary also 
to hold that from out His eternal Being, which indeed is illimitable, 
-anything that comes into existence is in one sense eternally realized 
in His Being and therefore eternally existent Knowledge of their 
eternal validity and existence is sanctioned by His nature itself 
and those who discover these hymns and truths find it impossible 
not to credit them with am eternal independent existence, indepen- 
dent of any human minds and independent of time and space. 


To grant to the intuitive truths existence that is eternal, is 
to posit a real realm of essences adopting Santayana’s phrase, 
different indeed from anything like the universals and floating 
ideas. But not all intuitive realizations can claim absolute existence 
and truthness, since most of these are got at through efforts of 
imperfect individual souls. Those alone amongst the intuitive 
truths which have come out of the grace of the Divine can claim 
utter validity and peak of perfection. In the case of the Divine 
Lord Himself it is said that He sees them spontaneously without 
the mediation of sense-organs and other prakrtic instruments. 


4 


VI 


Divine Knowing. 


The Knowledge of the Divine is creative unlike the individual’s 
consciousness whose creative nature as consciousness is trifling, 
since God’s knowledge becomes true or is true, whereas the 
individual’s imagination and knowledge are not always. capable 
of becoming true.1 R&manuja contends that the creative nature 
of the finite or bond consciousness is next to nothing, and its imagi- 
nation is fraught with illusory character. But this view goes 
against all creative art and inventive ability that we do observe. 


1, S.B.Li1. Na jivasya sankalpa- matrena srastrtvam upapadyate. 
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Most probably we shall be told that God is in that case acting 
through the agency of the individual. We find that the creative 
feature of knowledge most fully demonstrated in the inventions 
of man even in the most primitive contracted state of his being. 
The urge towards greater expression and the manipulation of the 
environment, have been achieved by the creative or constructive 
instinct of living beings. -But it is an instinctive and unconscious 
tendency. It is only a higher consciousness that can make art 
creations permanent. Else all creation of man is bound to be of a 
phenomenal and transitory nature. Here we find a cue. Creations 
of the Divine are permanent, yatharthah, 3asvatah, as the [sopanisad 
says, and those of the humans otherwise. Consciousness in its 
perfect actuality is creative in nature. The question then would 
arise whether creation is not progressively increasing in intensity 
and amplitude as the consciousness more and more becomes 
limitless, Undoubtedly this is possible as evidenced by the siddhis. 
This an individual attains as shown in the Yoga Sastra as also an 
Buddhistic literature. But the absoluteness of creation is possible 
only to the completely liberated being. There is yet a difference 
between the Divine and that individual, in so far as the creation 
of reality is concerned. This is the prerogative nature of the 
Divine only and of none else.’ Otherwise a chaos of universes 
would result from the creative abilities of the individuals. Enjoy- 
ment and consciousness of ability may be had by the individuals, 
never indeed a creation of another universe or universes. A free 
consciousness thus becomes a contemplating and enjoying con- 
sciousness, participating no doubt in the work of the Divine, 
nothing more, or may even become @ perfect instrument of the 
Divine in the governance of the world. Thus true creativity turns 
out to be dependent on the Supreme Being alone. Knowledge 
is real only in the Divine: outside Him, it is a figment of imagination, 
a fruitful source of illusion, hallucination and delusion. Maya is 
the power of knowledge of the Divine,? but it is also the power 
of delusion for the unfree individual souls. In other words, it is 
in the hands of the individuals a power of ignorance, not of creation 
but of illusion, a creative power of the transitory fruits not of 
permanent reals. 


—_——— 


1. Jagadvyaparavarjam samano jyotisa. . 
“2. “ Mayavayunam jfianam ” iti jfianaparyayamapi maydsabdam naigha- 
natuka adhiyate.” S.B.Li. 21. (Nirukta). 
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Vil 
Time. 


Time is one of the most important categories of experience. 
There has been not a little of talk about being beyond space and 
time; kalatita being a term that denotes existence beyond time. 
But is it possible for any one to be beyond time and space? There 
is no possibility of even conceiving of a time or place beyond time 
and place, since all that is falls within the same. That being the 
case, the concept of beyond space and time interpreted literally 
yields no sense. The view that God is beyond space and time 
means only that He never had been absent at any time or space 
like the human individuals. He is coeval with Time and co- 
existent with Space. But it yields sense to speak of Kalatita 
trigunatita etc., when we consider the alternative interpretation 
that He is not limited by space or time or the gunas of matter. 
The non-limitation by these entities means that He is not dependent 
on them but is their master, and that He exists beyond space and 
time. It might be held that what it really means is that God is 
the Pure Concept or Essence which is outside existence. Even- 
when we speak about concepts can we legitimately speak of their, 
being outside or a priori? That they do not exist but yet are, 
is a very uncouth self-contradiction. Time is a series, beginningless 
and endless; all things occur at different stages of it. It is numerical 
infinity in so far as it is unlimited on either side; it is vibhu, it is 
never a pure finite though men divide it into dates and seconds 
and monuments. So also space. It is also a numerical vibhu 
though it is never a pure finite despite the divisions that might 
be made in it. These two are infinites containing and subsisting 
or rather substanding the finites. They are infinite mainly and 
thus are identical with Brahman. But they are finite to the Divine 
mind in so far as His omniscience and omnipresence cover them. 
Thus when Brahma; is said to be Kala. Time, it means His co- 
evalness at all times with time itself. He is beyond it in the sense 
that He is not itself that, rather He is the master of time, who 
brings into being creations, vast and multitudinous, within it. He 
is more than it. Nor is He Space. He is wherever it is and thus 
co-existent with it. But He is beyond it also, in the sense that 
He is aware of all that happens in it and in Time. So also He is 
beyond Matter which is also eternal, in the sense He controls 
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it and sustains its changes etc., All that is meant by * being Beyond 
Time’ means that the individual is not affected by the divisions 
in it, which permit the judgments Now, Then, Afterwards, etc., 
That means man becomes omniscient and eternal. 


The nature of the concepts (i.e., how they are when they are 
known or when they are conceived merely) is rather an intricate 
matter, requiring an enquiry into the doctrine of their origins. 
Firstly, the view taken by the Vi8istadvaitic thinkers is that these 
concepts or class concepts (that is to say pseudo concepts and 
concepts of Benedetto Croce) are the perceived forms of things; 
and the perceived behaviour of things and laws are merely the 
inferences of unities so perceived. That these, due to more cogi- 
tation and contemplation, lead to direct Experience, is also granted 
by them. Saksdtkara then is the fulfilment of the sensory 
perception. These concepts then are forms, resident in things 
perceived, and do not exist apart from the objects, and therefore 

‘are conditioned by space and time and number. But they are also 
remembered in the mind and persist as memory and bhavana, 
which could be reproduced separately on paper or stone or wall 
in the form of pictures, or images. This sensory origin of the 
concept is never forgotten. They do not exist apart from space and 
time and cannot even be conceived as existiug apart from space 
and time. The contention is that concepts as akara are retained 


in the memory of the perceiver or knower which he utilizes for 
anumana or upamana the next time he comes across similar 


experiences. The truth of the contention that images exist in this 
manner might more easily be admitted than in the case of these 
ideas or concepts. Since concepts are universals whereas images 
are particular, it may be said that Universals exist outside finite 
minds and outside space and thus are nowhere existent. This 
means that we cannot give a correct account of their being. This 
reduces itself to a futile explanation. On the other hand we can 
conceive of the Universals as the inherent laws of existence, that is, 
of all that are in time and space. That includes all minds, things, 
matter and categories. In other words, Kants statement that all 
experience falls within these two intuitions of space and time and 
are categorized by categories, is valid and indisputably true. The 
only issue is wehther we could legitimately speak of a Noumenon 
over and above the Phenomenon we know. Though Hegel himself 
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rejected the Noumenon, his explanations of time and space are 
far from acceptable to the Realist mind. The concept of Reality 
beyond space and Time is verily a spiritual intuition of the nature 
of Freedom which is the one fundamental truth of Reality known 
as spiritual, which is expressed by phrases such as Liberation, 
Mukti, Saksatkara, Nirvana, Beatitude & etc., 


CHAPTER III 


THE NATURE OF CONSCIOUSNESS. 


We have seen that in perception what is presented is a 
' differenced object. What is presented even in the very initial 
sensation like the nirvikalpaka pratyaksa is a samsthdna-ripa, 
a structure-event, and not a bare-existence. Even in the intuitive 
perception or vision we are not aware of any identity of mere 
consciousness or absolute consciousness but are aware of a supreme 
Personality, who is the Ultimate Deity or God. Even the nirvi 
kalpaka-samadhi of the Yogi, to which appeal is made, does not 
annihilate the subject-object relation, since self-consciousness is 
yet a consciousness of the self by itself. 


With the refutation of the consciousness as object of perception, 
we are presented with the problem of what consciousness is? 
The objects are not certainly psychic stuff or consciousness-stuff, 
either as limited or unlimited, either fictionally or really. The 
fact that consciousness goes along with cvery object of cognition 
does not entail the conclusion that this invariable connection 
or relation is proof of the psychic stuff theory or the imaginal 
theory of Yogacara. 


We may, therefore, ask the next question as to how or rather 
why consciousness is more related to the subject side rather than 
to the object-side in cognition? That is to say having shewn 
that consciousness can exist apart from its outer objects as in 
introspection, dream and imagination, we find that even under 
these conditions we are unable to refute the subject of cognition. 
As we have already said the subject owns the consciousness, rather 
than that consciousness fulgurates into subject and objects. We 
cannot raise the function or adjective or quality of a subject to 
the level of a substance. Idealistic thought feels carry of accepting , 
the absoluteness of the terms and yet no repugnance is felt when 
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the subject and object are reduced to a function. Even if this 
function becomes infinite, it cam never give up being the function 


of a subject. 


The exact reason for this kind of epistemology is not far 
to seek. Every experience makes the object come into existence 
in a consciousness and therefore it becomes possessed by conscious- 
ness. This possession in other words makes the object an adjective 
of that consciousness. Thus it follows from another rule that 
the adjective can never ‘exist apart from its substrate, that this . 
adjective also cannot exist apart from the consciousness which 
now possesses it. This is the rationale if it be one, for the ego- 
centric predicament. Further the stream of consciousness is 
possessed of these objects and their images; and all these objects 
reveal transitoriness of existence. The continuity of consciousness 
as a stream grants it the quality of being the substrate of these 
experiences of objects. Consciousness becomes an eternal and 
universal back-ground of all phenomenal experiences. 


Against such views as these, Ramanuja holds that the seeming 
absoluteness of consciousness, or rather its universal presence 
has been misunderstood and misinterpreted for the sake of a false 
metaphysics. It is based on false psychology. A correct epistemo- 
logical understanding of the nature of consciousness would require 
a more detailed study of consciousness and its processes. Perhaps 
it may be said that all psychology and epistemology are worthless, 
since they deal with the already vitiated experience or categorized 
a priori experience. In reply we can only say that such a whole- 
sale illusion cannot be cured. Further there is no proof of its 
truth. A false understanding of psychology is bound to obsess 
a mind given to a mere metaphysical pursuit of reality. A correct 
understanding of consciousness reveals according to Ramanuja 
five fundamental features. , 


I. Consciousness: is an attribute belonging to a permanent 
subject and is not the pure ‘ that’ or existence which is observed 
in nirvikalpaka pratyaksa.\ 


II. Consciousness is not a permanent but a transitory function, 
or rather it is present whenever the subject cognizes. It is not 


1. cf. First chapter 
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eternal in the sense that it is not always in action, for consciousness 
itself testifies to its absence as in the judgements “ I was not aware.” 
‘“*T was asleep.”” Consciousness is itself limited in time.? 


Ill. Consciousness is a function of a subject Samviditi svas- 
rayam prati sattayaiva kasyacit prakasanasilo jnanavagaty anubhi- 
tyadipadaparyayanama sakarmakah samveditur atmano dharmah 
prasiddhah says Yamunacarya.? It is not a stream nor an expanse 
nor is it made up discrete snatches of momentary experiences 
like links. in a chain. But it is also true that consciousness is 
aware of its absence, abhdva. It cannot prove that consciousness 
was present during its own absence, as some contend, on the principle 
that there must be something that perceived the absence. Subjects 
persist in sleep, and even in death in a state of what Dr. Mac Taggart 
calls ‘ suspended animation,’ where consciousness is absent or, 
in other words, not active, due to lack of body or lack of coordi- 
nation. Consciousness exists as power in that state as potent, 
and-not as act. There is valid perception of non-consciousness 
(anupalabdhi), in the same way as there is valid perception of dark- 
ness or black colour or non-existence (abhdava):° 


IV. Consciousness is neither agent nor subject but the act, 
of cognition of a subject to whom it is specially related as a functiont 
dharma or visesana. It is not a witness, saksi, for witnessing 
implies the subjectness of consciousness. “A knowing subject 
only, not mere consciousness is spoken of as witness: saksitvam 
ca saksat-jfiatrtvam eva. Consciousness is a function of a subject. 


V. Consciousness is not the Absolute Brahman nor yet 
the atman, the individual soul. Because even though one might 


1. Sri Bhasya 1. i. 1. Anubhitipragabhavade-siddhatas-tat-amakala- 
bhavaniyam ’ ‘ stiti: Kim tvaya kvacid evam drstam? Yena niyamam bravisi- 
Hanta tarhi tata eva darsanat pragabhavadissiddha iti na tadapahnava tat- 
pragabhavam ca tatsamakdlavartinam anunmattah. ko braviti Indriyajanmanah 
pratyaksasya hyesa svabhava niyamah, yatsvasamakala vartinah padarthasya 
grahakatvam. Ananda Press, ed. Vol. I. p. 31. Anubhititvam nama varta- 
manadasayam svasattayaiva svasrayam prati prakasamadnatvam, svasattayaiva 
svavisavasadhanatvam va. (Ananda Press, ed. Vol. I. p. 30-1). 

2. Atma-Siddhi p.37. — 

3. Samkhya Sitras: 1.56. Aniruddha’s com. p. 33. ‘** Darkness, is an 
entity....from the fact that darkness is perceived, (because a perception is 
possible only) where there is an entity. 
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seek to dissolve all souls or subjects into objects of the Divine 
Lord or dependent on His absolute existence the effort will not 
entail the granting the nature of being a substance to conciousness. 


These five-fold objections against the monistic idealistic 
theory of Consciousness are serious enough. Ramanuja shews 
that on grounds of actual experience and discriminate criticism 
there is no ground at all for asserting that consciousness is a 
substance or a witness or pure experience without subject or object 
The true nature of consciousness reveals its polarity towards a 
subject to which it is invariably absolutely attached. Because 
this consciousness is observed in all subjects, it cannot be claimed 
that all these individual consciousness are fulgurations or fragments 
of a universal consciousness or phenomenal representations or 
copies or reflections of an absolute Consciousness. The problem 
that confronts the epistemologist is a serious one, thanks to the 
endeavours of the introspecting idealists. A universal conscious- 
ness which has been arrived at through a process of intense cogitation 
and refunding is an abstraction, a fiction and not a real existence. 
It is a concept, a limiting one perhaps, but it is nevertheless a 
fiction. ‘‘ Whatever else is real, the finite ,mind of which each 
one of us is immediately aware is real. Any notion of a ground 
of things which is incompatible with the reality of finite minds,”! 
has to be rejected as contrary to what we are bound to accept 
as fact. The question whether the absolute consciousness is a 
consciousness only has not been faced by the idealists. A theory 
of consciousness falls or lives on an adequate answer to this 
question. 


II 


Consciousness not a Substance. 


Ramanuja argues at considerable length against the theory 
that consciousness is a substance. 


I. Consciousness is an attribute of a conscious self who 
is the permanent or eternal being behind ail change. ‘“‘ The essential 
character of consciousness is that by its very nature it renders 


1. cf. Dawes Hicks: Metaphysical Systems of F.H. Bradley and James 
Ward: Journ. of Phil. Studies, Vol. I. No. Pp aoe : : 


CONSCIOUSNESS 49 


things capable of becoming objects to its own substrate of thought 
and speech.”” ‘‘ Of this consciousness which thus clearly presents 
itself as the attribute of agent or as related to an object, it would 
be difficult indeed to prove that at the same time it is itself agent, 
as difficult as it would be to prove that the object of action is the 
agent.”? Consciousness is like light that reveals the object as 
well as itself to the substrate, svaparanirvahaka, and does not 
need a third entity to relate it to itself. 


II. Some persons hold that consciousness is the result of 
an act of cognizing or compresence of an object and the subject. 
This has been maintained by the Nyaya-school which holds con- 


sciousness to be a product due to compresence (sannikarsa) between 
and object and sense-organs of the subject. Consciousness thus 


defined would be an epiphenomenon, distinct indeed from the 
subject and object, and therefore a new thing. This view might 
with ease be shown to lead either to carvaka materialism or the 
idealistic theory of consciousness. 


But Nyaya also holds that this situation itself is consciousness. 
It is contended that the subject was unconscious before the cognitive 
situation or compresence. The latter theory makes for the con- 


clusion that is subject is himself of the stuff of unconsciousness 
(jada vastu)? and that he is capable of becoming conscious only 


through the conjunction, saémyoga, with the object. Consciousness 
in the Nyaya-theory becomes thus only referable to the subject 
as quality that emerges in it due to the objective situation. In the 
absence of this objective situation it lapses into a state of non- 
consciousness. 


These conclusions do not follow according to Ramanuja, 
because the individual subject is capable of affirming himself as a 
self-existent conscious being without any need of a sensory com- 
presence with an object. Perhaps this objection is invalid for 
the simple reason that the inner sense, like the manas acts in sam- 
vedand, introspection, which connects itself with its self. The 


TooeSsiol, 0. 

2. Nyaya Vaisesika holds that in the pralaya or dissolution-state the 
individual souls are as if unconscious. In accepting this position it grants 
to selves the potency of becoming conscious. Consciousness comes into exis- 
tence as a reaction or reflex action, stimulated by the object. This is undoubtedly 
a behaviouristic explanation. 
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sensory contact with an object only calls into being consciousness 
which is by no means a produc, a new and original entity coming 
into being because of the relation of compresence as a synthesis 
of opposites, but as the act of the subject who knows the object. 


The theory of realism standing on the rock of asatkarya-vada 
could not accept the principle of inherence except as an external 
relation and never as a quality that is inseparably (aprathaksiddha) 
related Nyaya theory based on intellectual atomism and rationalism 
multiplied entities and categories galore and affirmed external 
relations between all things without any distinction. So much 
so even consciousness was bound to be a product of a relation, 
an epiphenomenon in that system. No wonder therefore that 
every entity and category can only be connected by another entity 
and so on ad infinitum. Yet even that system has to recognize 
at the hands of the new school of Nydya the sva-paranirvahakatva 
of the relations. Despite this, consciousness is not adequately 
explained in that system. Further Memory becomes an inexplicable 
problem in Nyaya. 


The independence claimed for consciousness is impossible. 
It is neither a product nor an independent entity. It is the activity 
or quality of a subject when it comes into contact with outer objects.+ 
It is a dynamic function, even as the Buddhist thought avers. It 
is however the inseparable adjunct of self which is capable of 
becoming self-conscious. Consciousness also reveals memories 
and recognizes past objects of experience. Consciousness in 
one of its major roles is memory, smrti. It is more than this. 
It reveals the objects that are present before it in time and as such 
is implied in pratyaksa. As bringing memory from the past into 
the present consciousness in relation to perceived objects it is 
the consciousness active in recognition; and in keeping all images of 
previous experiences and perceptions it is memory that not a 
little influences our perceptions; and as the revelationary perception 
also it is this self-same consciousness that is in function. In dreams 
too, this consciousness is present, but it is only during sleep, susupti, 
it is absent, or incapable of presenting anything to its substrate. 


1. Veddartha Samgraha: 237: Jnanena dharmena svaripa nirdpitam, mm tu 
jianamatram brahmeti. 
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Thus it is an inseparable function! of the subject in all cognitive 
activities whatever. Consciousness is also apoha conjucture or 
ithanam or future knowledge.? The subject is not a focalization 
of consciousness, but is the substrate of this consciousness even 
as a flame is the substrate of the rays of light issuing from it which 
reveals the subject as well as the object and itself too. It appears 
when the self is active, and is absent when it is inactive. As William 
James wrote “I mean only to deny that the word (consciousness) 
stands for an entity, but to insist most emphatically that it stands 
for a function.’”® 


lil 


Consciousness as attribute. 


Consciousness is an attribute of a self, a quality visesana, 
inseparable and intrinsic to the self itself. On the occasion of 
every cognition it emerges to the fore and reveals the nature of 
the object to its substrate. In waking life it is always and conti- 
nuously operating, and reveals the outer objects to its substrate, 
and makes possible the judgments such as “T see that”, “ I perceive 
that as red.” “‘ Here is this.” 


Whilst the Nyaya system holds that consciousness is a novel 
product, an emergent so to speak at the beginning when the souls, 
resting in pralaya like stones, pdsayavat, came into contact with 
objects or rather congregations of atoms, like a light that arises 
from a wick, Ramanuja does not treat consciousness to be a product 
or am emergent at any time, but that which is inalienably and 
inseparably aprathaksiddha-dharma, of the conscients even as the 
light is of the flame. 


Whilst the Vijfianavada doctrine pleads for consciousness 
and the stream of mental-states as the only reality thus avoiding 
a self, that is other than the illusory permanence of the stream- 
contents, samskara-skanda, Ramanuja shows that this position 
cannot help at all, since the stream-state or the so-called store- 
hous: of consciousness is itself of momentary states, and thus 
even the samskara-skanda can never resolve the difficulty of memory 


4. ef. Siddhi Traya. p. 17: Svaripasattayaiva samvidaindriya-sannikarsaneva 
visayah prakasate. 

2. Gita Bhdsya XV. 15. 

3. cf, William James: “ Does Consciousness Exist.” 
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‘or recognition. A permanent consciousness is an impossible 
notion, since consciousness i$ of states and objects, and is 
undoubtedly not permanent. There must be a basis in which 
these states find a permanent and this must be other than the 
stream of consciousness, which is discontinuous as we have seen. 
Thus consciousness cannot be the self, whether this consciousness 
be a momentary store-house of impressions, or a permanent stream 
or even a permanent self, since consciousness is not found to be 
permanent at all. Memory and Recognition impugn the conscious- 
ness itself as the self. Consciousness belongs to a self and is not 
the self itself. The self persists under all changes and vicissitudes. 
Not so consciousness which is found to be, in deep sleep at any 
rate, non-existent. 


Ramanuja holds that consciousness is neither transient in 
the sense of momentary ksdnika, nor permanent in the sense of 
Advaita or Samkhya; it is a function, dharma, dependent upon 
the needs and conditions of its substrate. 


1V ; 
Consciousness as absent. 


Consciousness proves its own absence in the affirmation 
‘I was asleep,” or “I was not aware.” In sleep the self is inactive 
and not only unaware of external objects but also of internal images 
or dreams. 


Externality or objectivity is of two kinds, the one is real 
externality of objects that exist independent of the individual’s 
consciousness or perception, the other is the field of memory 
antahkarana, which can be surveyed through remembrance and 
recollection. In deep sleep both these fields are not available 
for inspection or introspection. 


There are two views of this deepsleep. The self is functionally 
passive. It is mere selfness without action at all either inwards 
or outwards. It is impossible to consider, this state to be a state 
of passive awareness. That the self might be self-luminous and 
as such be in a state of light is possible; but that there is awareness 
of any other objects, ideal or real, is out of the question. The 
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Yogic description says that the self rests in the cave of the heart, 
that the self goes to the Highest in deep sleep. Gaudapada says 
that this stage is the stage of quiescence and lordship, svayam- 
prakasa-isatva; but no one ever affirms that there is cognition. 
It is likely that this self-luminosity of the self (dtman or jiva) has 
been mistaken for the activity of the consciousness, its function. 
The existence of self along with the non-existence of the conscious- 
ness under certain conditions is possible. Hence do we infer 
the presence of the self even in that state of deep sleep not because 
consciousness perceives its own non-presence, which is a self- 
contradiction, but because the self recollects that it was non- 
functioning. Further there is nothing self-contradictory in con- 
sciousness inferring its own past non-presence. If no self is accepted 
and if consciousness is alone said to exist, then it is impossible 
to explain the possibility of sleep, since there is inherent contradiction 
between existence and non-existence of consciousness at the same 
time. Therefore the argument for the existence of a self, other 
than but never separable from consciousness which is its quality, 
function or adjunct, gets reenforced by this theory, whilst it is a 
pretty definite weakness in the theories which make consciousness 
itself the self. 


V 


Consciousness neither the witness nor the self. 


It is a feeling of certitude of our own being aware that makes 
us recognize the distinction between ourselves and our awareness 
of objects and desires. It is usually contended that the use of 
the word ‘1’ in the sentence ‘I am aware’ is due to ignorance, 
for the ‘I’ is said to be merely a closely-knit system of energies, 
memories and desires. Further we are told following the great 
experiments of Buddhists, who anticipated centuries earlier Hume’s 
criticisms, that we never catch a self when we introspect, sva- 
samvedana. Therefore the self is a kalpana, a creation by intellect 
It is usually the sense of unity of the physical body that makes 
us affirm a self that has at least as much unity and identity as the 
body. It is a practical convenience to refer this unity to the self 
which is just a reflection of the unity of the body and its organs. 


1. Ch. Up. VUI. iti. 2. 
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It is because the body is tired and is incapable of perception that 
we say that we are asleep. Sleep is not a condition of the self but 
of the bodily nature. Does not Yoga say that sleep must be 
avoided? Sleep is a product of ignorance and is productive of 
ignorance. Awareness is the true nature of the self and is the 
self itself. Consciousness thus is self itself or rather there is no 
self at all but only consciousness. 


All the above arguments, from diverse sources, do not make 
the notion of a permanent self impossible, for the self is not an 
object of thought but is that which can be realized in a direct vision 
or intuition. Try as we may it is impossible to find the self apart 
from the consciousness which is its function. But that does not 
make for the reversion of the relationship between consciousness 
and self. Consciousness is never the sdksi, the witness, but only 
the function of a witness, which is found to be the experience 
of all individuals. If an a priori deduction is ever to be made 
we should say that it is necessary that the witnessing self should 
exist a priori and not that consciousness should exist a priori. 


VI 
Consciousness not the Absolute. 


It is impossible to identify consciousness with the Absolute, 
the Absolute that is the ground of all experience and life and being 
just because the Absolute has been characterized as Personality 
possessing power and perfection and bliss. Consciousness is 
none of these but the patient hand maid, not even a separate hand 
maid. Ramanuja views consciousness not as being in itself luminous 
but that its self luminosity is something that it gains by being 
the function of the self that is self-luminous.! The self is of the 
very stuff of self-luminosity, whether it rests in itself or the Divine 
Lord, or in freedom or in sleep, or whether it is active in the svapna 
or jagrat; it is essentially self luminous and luminous in its own 
nature for itself, svayampraka3a, and svasmai prakdsa.? 


Svasarh bandhitaya hyasyassatta vijfiaptitadi ca! 

Svasathbandha-viyoge tu jfiaptireva na siddhyati!! 

Chettuschedyasya cabhave chedandaderasiddhivat! 

Ato’ hamartho jiiataiva pratyagatmeti niscitam!! 
2. ibid. Cid-riipata hi Svayamprakaéata. Dp. Sh 
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There is one objection that might with success be brought 
against the theistic and common-sense position of Ramanuja, 
namely, all these are perhaps true of the ordinary human conscious- 
ness. This we also admit but they are not true of the Absolute 
Consciousness. Illusion makes all the difference. Here there 
may be & subject and even a self, but there there is no need for 
self or anything resembling it but Pure Undifferenced Absolute 
Consciousness. This view, whilst apparently unanswerable, is 
defining its position from a dichotomous view of reality that is 
intent upon misunderstanding and denying the world of 
apprehension as we know it, so as to enable us to postulate and 
affirm (a non-existent ideal universe) (sic) that is beyond all 
apprehension. In which case it is incapable of speaking about 


it and even knowing it in the sense of our knowing anything, and 
what it experiences or ‘ perceives (supersensorially) or is said 


to so experience, is something about which it cannot say anything, 
since it has itself to get dissolved in it never to come out of it again, 
na punaravartate. Thus not only is epistemology impossible a 
fictional transaction but also Metaphysics and ordinary experience 


become fictional constructions, and beyond all this there is something 
or nothing(?) relatively speaking, and knowledge becomes just 


approximation towards more or less unreality. In the Buddhistic 
schools these approximations are dynamically construed. In 
Advaita they are practically construed In neither case, is reality 
possible within experience as we can know it. Further in these 
theories the constructive dynamism of thought is fundamentally 
of the vitiating character, Less and less of thought means more 
and more of Reality (caitanya)! 


Ramanuja standing on the bed-rock of scriptural experience 
declares that more and more knowledge it is that leads to perfection 
of consciousness and not less and less. Knowledge it is that 
releases, not less of knowledge. And knowledge is not knowledge 
if it is indefinite and nebulous and more and more an approximation 


to experience of the nirvikalpaka, the indistinguishable limit of 
sensations. Degrees of consciousness go with degrees of perfection 


and not with degrees of reality. The doctrine of degrees of reality 
is fatal to all reality. It is one thing to speak of awareness of the 
real, and the attainment of reality-consciousness, and quite another 
to speak of relative reality and approximations to reality in the 
eternal Reality. 
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VII 


Consciousness as an attribute of a personality. 


We thus find that if it is admitted that consciousness is more 
of the subject than of the object, then “‘ knowledge like pleasure 
manifests itself to that conscious person who is its substrate and 
not to anybody else.” The self thus owns consciousness just as 
it does all experiences as manifested in the judgments “I know 
this,” “‘I enjoy this.” Consciousness thus is not the absolute 
but the persona! attribute of a self, invariably associated as its 
function. dharma. Therefore is it known as dharma-bhita jhana 
as distinguished from the svayam-prakadsdtman or jiva or the 
ksetrajfa. It is creative in its perfect state of expansion (vikdsa), 
and in its lesser stages of perfection (safikoca) it is not creative 
of reality, but has inventiveness based on the real which it 
apprehends, and thus is the source of illusions, which however 
always betray the core of the real in them to a discriminative 
consciousness. That is to say, in imagination, vikalpa or kalpana, 
the capacity of consciousnesses to present the real is diminished 
and fantasies and fictions are created instead. To say that creaitve 
activity is not of consciousness is to deny the psychological truth 
of consciousness itself. This is not to deny that consciousness 
presents reality. Other factors than consciousness impede its 
presentation of the real. The creative activity of consciousness 
is a result of God’s own activity through the individuals who 
belong to Him. 


Vill 


Summary. 


Consciousness has been interpreted in various ways. In 
the Nyaya system! consciousness is a separable attribute in the 
case of souls, but in the case of I8vara or God inseparable, since, 
in the one case, there is no subordination to creation, and in the 
other case, there is. According to Mimamsa of the Bhatta school, 
consciousness is a part of the soul whereas its other parts are 
unconscious. The iceberg theory of modern psychology is very 


1. Hindu Realism: Jagadish Chatterjee, p. 63, ff. Allahabad 1912. 
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powerfully recalled by these thinkers. In the Samkhyan system, 
consciousness is an independent entity and is not dependent upon 
any situation. Nor is it conjunct with any self as a part of it or 
whole of it. Nor is it an epiphenomenon as in the materialistic 
school. The catalytic action which it exercises on the evolving 
psycho-physical dynamic principle prakrti implies its becoming 
powerful, as well as a power to influence the becoming of some 
other things.? 


In the idealistic schools there are four sub-schools as it were. 
In the first, consciousness is described as perfect knowledge, as an 
element of the supreme reality, but it is not the whole of it. Reality 
is full of infinity of attributes and there is nothing to suggest that 
consciousness or mind is that which supports all others. Spinoza 
and Ramanuja agree in so far as they emphasize the richness of 
content of the Ultimate Reality. Pure consciousness according 
to this type of thought is an abstraction and not an experience. 
The second type whilst accepting the first view holds that pure 
consciousness is a reality not an abstraction. It is an illumination 
(jyotih) of the Lord which all must realize. What this consciousness 
does is to radiate the light and perfection and supreme nature 
of the ultimate reality which is rich in power and has attributes 
of the transcendental kind. 


The third type reverses the previous position and makes pure 
consciousness the goal of the all effort and reduces real being 
to an illusory abstraction or construction. Thus there is a con- 
version of the logical real into a figment of the imagination. No 
better is the theory of dlayavijfana in Buddhistic thought. So 
too is the theory of Maya. The theory of the Saktas makes an 
adjustment in so far as it seeks to make pure consciousness (with 
infinitely rich content) and Pure consciousness (without content) 
as logical aspects of a supralogical Experience. In so far as this 
theory powerfully shews that consciousness as pure, (as described 
by Mayavada), is a logical outcome of the theory of reversion 
of substance-attribute relation, it refutes the view usually upheld 
that Mayavada view is the alogical culmination or the alogical 
Highest. The sakta view holds further that the pragmatical alone 
converts the alogical into logical or rather imposes its logical 
moulds. on the alogical, even as Bergson claims. 


1. Maha Maya: Woodroffee and P.N. Mukhopadhyaya, Ganesh & Co. 
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Thus two points emerge: the attributive theory of Ramanuja 
is the first, and it may approve even of the second; whilst the Maya- 
vada and the Sakta views are reversions of this view and hold a 
substantive view of consciousness. For Ramanuja, consciousness 
is neither a stream nor a substance though it participates in both 
qualities. As a function of a soul it is known as jfiadna. It is 
unlike a quality for it is deemed to be a dravya as it is capable 
of expansion and contraction, or in other words, capable of modi- 
fication avasthavad dravyam. It is a function of a subject or person 
expressing his perfection and richness according to the nature 
of the person as a perfect or released or bond being. If con- 
sciousness is particularized and attached to limited wants and 
interests, it leads to the mechanical dead level of uniformity and 
rigidity. If on the other it is either humanized or divinized by 
working for the perception of the highest reality there is proportional 
enlargement of consciousness. Release or freedom for an individual 
consists in the enlargement of his consciousness to the fullest 
level of parity with the Everperfect Consciousness of the Divine 
Lord. ’ 

Consciousness is a stream as long as it lasts, that is to say 
as long as an object is possessed by it. This objectivity might 
be physical or mental, as in dreams and in reflection. It is found 
that consciousness tends to be active in a mild or full from according 
to the state of tension of the individual in dream states. 


“Consciousness in the sum total of all contents to which 
the ego stands in a certain unique relation which may be meta- 
phorically indicated by the verb “to have” “ Everything falls 
within the sphere of consciousness which the ego has.” 


“Every fact of consciousness is made up of at least three 
moments; every such fact depends for its existence upon the presence 
of an ego, of a content of consciousness and of a relation between 
the two.” “The only necessity for consciousness is the presence 
of this relation or function. The nature of the content which 
enters into relation with the ego is a matter of indifference. It 
may belong to the psychical or physical.” 

1. Cf. Appendix I. Dreams in the Philosophy of Ramanuja: cf: also Annals 
of the Sri Venkateswara Oriental Institute Vol. I. No. 1. 
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‘“We must draw a sharp dividing line between the act of 
knowing on the one side and the object and content known on 
the other; the act of knowledge is always a psychical state of the 
subject knowing and bears the character of an event (in other 
words, it is temporal) which comes to pass at the moment in which 
judgment is formed. On the other hand, the object and content 
of knowledge may be non-psychical, trans-subjective, and may 
belong to a different point of time from the cognitive act.” 


“According to our theory of knowledge, even a changing 
and temporal content in so far as it is considered in relation to 
the act of knowing, may be a truth, that is, it has an eternal, identical 
and universally valid meaning. This result is not obtained by 
transforming a temporal element of the world into a tireless idea, 
but by admitting a specific and ideal relation between the subject 
knowing and the object known.” 


“An act of cognition consists in a comparison. In this 
comparison sameness and differences are established that is, analysis 
is performed. In order that this psychological process may be 
set in motion, the presence of a certain something is necessary 
with which the content of consciousness can be compared.” 

“The act of judging is an analysis which seeks to lay bare 
the synthetic necessity of connection between the contents of 
consciousness ‘given-to-me.’ Thel ogical relation between subject 
and predicate of a judgment is not one of identity or of contradiction 
but of the synthetical necessity of connection. The judgment 
should be thrown into the form ‘ Where S. is, P. necessarily is 
also.’ This relation is a functional dependence.” 

“‘ There exists between the elements which make up the world 
a functional dependence and it is this very dependence, in so far 
as it forms the objective side of judgment, which represents a logical 
interconnection, an interconnection determined by a sythetical 
necessity of combination.” 


The above extracts are called from Professor Nicola Lossky’s 
important contribution on intuitive Logic entitled Transformation 
of the Concept of Consciousness in Modern Epistemology and its 
Bearing on Logic to the Encyclopaedia of Philosophical Sciences 
Vol. I. They serve to illustrate the modernity of Sri Ramanuja’s 
views on the subject of consciousness. 


1, cf. His Intuitive Basis of Knowledge. 


CHAPTER IV 


THE COGNITIVE RELATION. 


I 


Cognition—a Relation. 


We have seen how perception has marks of difference within 
the presented content itself and that no amount of effort to reduce 
these differences in the presented can avail except to reduce the 
reality of the presented. In which case all perception will be 
vitiated so thoroughly as to be incapable in any manner of granting 
the real or even suggesting the real as substanding these presen- 
tations. The effort to drag in the disparity in the activities of the 
mind in the presented and the presented itself, or in other words 
between intellect and sensation so as to reverse the usual views that 
intellect is a better and truer instrument of knowledgethan sense; 
is an effort that is fraught with consequences of self-contradiction 
and scepticism. 


The consideration of the cognitive relation is what we shall 
find to be most important. That cognition is a relation at all 
may be contested. But we shall show that cognition is a product 
of a particular kind of relation between the subject’s consciousness 
and the object presented to it. This problem is truly a modern 
one and few thinkers had missed troubling themselves with 
metaphysics without at the same time being confronted with this. 
Cognition is the fact of subject-object relation. We find that 
these three terms go together. The two, subject and object, are 
entities, where as consciousness is the function of the subject in 
relation with the object. Thus the cognitive relation does not 


imply merely a static type of status but a dynamic status of the 
subject. 


Samkhya accepted a kind of representationalism, since it 
made the world material and the Purusa or self a passive spectator- 
consciousness, and the act of perception receptive dynamic, receptive 
in respect of the Purusa, because of impressions and tendencies, 
and dynamic in relation to objects. It has dynamic receptiveness 
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also in its pure state. But how could interaction occur between 
the inactive self which possesses (or is) consciousness and the 
active matter which is unconsciousness? This is the most important 
point of criticism against the Samkhya theory from the epistemo- 
logical side. The explanation of catalytic action is valuable, and 
most probably explains the eternal persistence of the consciousness 
as such whilst it is in conjunction with matter. Even then the 
eschatological problem of release confronts the whole theory. 
If the self is active it would be involved in matter and release would 
be impossible. Connection with matter is therefore bondness. 
This is the cause of all misery. If the self be mere consciousness 
without volitional and emotional characteristics then the suffering 
endured or unendurable is a characteristic product that cannot 
ever touch the self or consciousness. All these criticisms show 
that the theory has some fatal faults despite its excellent analytic 
discrimination and realism about the causes of ignorance and 
sorrow. 


Il 
Representationalism untenable. 


Representationalism is a theory of knowledge advanced by 
those who hold that there is impossibility of real contact between 
matter that is extended and mind that is unextended, or between 
the unintelligent and the intelligent. There happens thus a real 
difficulty regarding how we ever know the outer objects. Our 
imaginations and dreams show that they are of the stuff of 
experience. That knowing is a process happening within the 
consciousness of a self is an admitted fact. The facts of recollection 
and recognition lend credence to the view that what we perceive 
are the representations or mental copies registered within our 
consciousness or mind rather than the objects themselves. Objects 
are inferred to exist outside the consciousness on the basis of 
their independence to our wishes and the persistence and vividness 
of the copies derived from them than in the case of images in 
recollections and imagination. Thus truth is possible when there 
is correspondence perceived between the psychical (or material ?)* 
copies and the original things themselves outside the body. 


1. ‘cf. Samkhya metaphysics. 
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If the representationalistic theory of absolute difference be 
upheld between matter and spirit and their relation has to be 
incompatible in any direct manner, there can only be the reflection 
in consciousness of’ matter, or in the alternative of Samkhya, of 
consciousness in matter. If not, there could be a third alternative 
all that the mind is capable of having imprints of matter in itself 
and even from a distance like the photo plate. The theories we 
have discussed are all of the representationalistic school, and are 
represented by Samkhya and the Sautrantika-buddhistic school. 
Whilst the representationalism of Sautrantika is true to type with 
Des cartes and Locke, the Samkhyan theory is peculiar. In 
Samkhya prakrti or matter reflects the self and the buddhi 
which is said to occupy the status of mind or consciousness-function 
in relation to the self, behaves as the medium for the spirit to 
perceive the things of the world. Buddhi is of tenuous stuff, 
imperceptible to the eye though material in constitution. The stuff 
of representations or reflections is thus undoubtedly material 
though tenuous and imperceptible to the eye, and thus mediates 
between the perceptible matter and the imperceptible and conscious 
self. The images thus are not psychical stuff as in representationalism 
a la type. This feature does not make this doctrine any more 
acceptable than the other as this does not make buddhi any more 
perceptible than the rest to the self. If the spirit or mind or self 
is absolutely inactive and matter absolutely active, if the spirit or 
mind or self is absolute conscious ness and matter absolutely an 
‘ other,’ contact between the two is impossible and inconceivable. 
Fither we accept the fact of their compresence and get along 
with this as basis, or else we have to find a meeting-ground or 
a solution that will make this compresence possible. In the case 
of Samkhya it is matter that mirrors and it is matter that cognizes, 
wills and experiences, and knowledge becomes a feature of matter in 
its subtle from as buddhi, Knowledge thus having been relegated to 
the side of matter, there is no need for spirit, though Samkhya 
finds reasons for its existence on the basis of the purpose betrayed 
in the movements of the world. 


Knowledge or consciousness in Samkhya then will not b- 
different from its place in Carvaka. In the other case (Carte_.an 
and Sautrantikan), the entire activity of reception and imprinting 
belongs to mind, which is said to be a tabula rasa or momentary 
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series, capable of receiving sense-impressions from matter and 
getting imprinted. The contact between the self and matter is 
through the medium of representation a tertium quiet which is 
of psychical stuff. But here also the spirit or mind is a passive 
recipient of impressions from matter. All falsifications of these 
impressions must be referred to the emotional and instinctive 
forces operating at all moments of an embodied creature’s life. 


The importance here lies in the necessity for an extra mental 
reality or external reality without which there can be no represen. 
tations at all, but which however, could never be known to exist. 
As Berkeley proved there is no necessity to admit any external 
reality since the mind can of itself create its images, and secondly, 
since the objects said to exist outside can never be known or perceived 
at all as to how they are. All sensations are of the same worth 
and value and, therefore, it is impossible to admit an external 
reality other than what we perceive. And what we perceive are 
images and ideas. In which case matter is an appendage that 


could be dispensed with. The subjectivistic onslaught of Berkeley 
was followed up by Hume who shewed that the images and ideas 
are the ultimate reals, and there is no subject that we come across, 


to whom we could refer these imaginings and ideas. The doctrins 
of Representationalism thus, whether Eastern or Western, suffers 
from the defect of making the outer objects inferred in the sense 
of their being causes. If in addition to this, the doctrine of 


momentariness of impressions and things and conscious-states 
is accepted as in Sautrantika buddhistic school, then, it follows 


that the proof or evidence for their existence is wellnigh impossible. 
Non-existence alone is the terminus quid of Buddhist represen- 
tationalism. The history of Representationalism is identica| 
everywhere. It fails to explain the cognitive relation. 


The doctrine of compresence is important, indeed all important, 
in this connection. The subject knows because of compresence 
with another object; it knows of its own knowing, and it knows 
that it is knowing, and it knows an object in the act of knowing. 
These facts belong to the order of experience as every one knows. 
Unless there are adequate reasons to mark a departure from the 
ordinary explanation, to deny any one of these factors is to invite 
criticism. A priori reasons are not as such true. Nor is it found 
in most cases of inference or rationality that is divorced from 
experience. 
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Sankara upholding the absolute difference and opposition 
between matter and mind and finding that it leads to the impossibility 
of any kind of representationalism of Vaibhasika or Sautrantika, 
concluded like the Yogacaris that the self itself can manufacture 
its own images which may be called maya. The only difficulty 
of the Buddhist, thought that it surmounts and refutes is that 
it denies the dynamic of the momentary consciousness-stream 
and instals a permanent self. The nihilistic appeal of Nagarjuna 
was alluring undoubtedly, but it was a haven in which all cows 
were black and it meant also the surrender of the one omnipotent 
assurance of experience of God which he knew and bore witness 
to. The eristic dialectic of Nagarjuna, which finds its parallel 
in the West Zeno, discovered the antinomies underlying most 
hypotheses about reality and declared that since all were infected 
with self-contradiction, the nihilistic and the sceptical conclusions 
were inescapable, Sankara availed himself of all the battery of 
dialectic of the Buddhistic thought and utilized it to save the Self 
that transcends all change and movement and dialectic. The 
result was something similar to Kant’s philosophy but more vital 
and self-revealing. He built up his system of Advaita or the 
Non-dual reality on the experience of the Atman or Atta. This 
atta or atman is the magnus or Brahman not the individual egoistic 
soul formed out of samskdra and vasana. Buddhistic psychology 
and samkhyan psychology had helped the discovery, comprising 
of the fourfold nature of ego, buddhi, ahamkara citta and manas. 
This ego is the unreal reflection of the Infinite Self and parades 
as the jiva or individual soul. It may even be construed as forming 
screens of increasing density that hide the self from itself. The 
rehabilitation of metaphysics was made possible only on the basis 
of this acceptance. Sankara was too much of a realist to accept 
the conclusions of Yogacara which upheld a fictitious store-house 
of consciousness, alaya-vijiiana, which is nearer the concept of 
ahamkara or antahkarana than the Self which is the unchanging 
permanent. In other words, Sankara refuted idealism vigorously 
when such idealism was not indistinguishable from Solipsism, 
but he was an idealist all the same in so far as he made reality consist 
absolutely only of the Spirit. It entailed the phenomenalizing 
of all ordinary experience of the senses; and the cognitive relation 
itself in so far as it betrayed the three entities at once was a 
phenomenal experience and could never be the truth about reality. 
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We cannot help discovering here, unfortunate though it 1s, 
that just as Kant was influenced both by Hume and the rationalists 
whom of course he refuted with all vigour, Sankara was influenced 
considerably by the Buddhistic free-thinkers. Kantian influence 
was idealistic though Kant himself gave a refutation of it: Sankara 
was an idealist, though he refuted Nagarjuna and the Yogacara 
doctrines. Kant’s main contention was that we do not know 
reality as it in itself through Pure Reason, though in fact we are 
aware of it through Practical and Aesthetic Reason. In Kant 
the Noumenon need not be merely one, it may contain the many, 
though this is a travesty of his own thesis that oneness and manyness 
cannot be applied transcendentally. The Practical Reason vouch- 
safed for him the manyness of selves. Not so in Sankara’s doctrine. 
The religious intuitions of Upanisads according to him declare 
the Oneness or Single nature of the Noumenon. (paraméarthika- 
Satta). For him absolute identity is the truth, difference and 
manyness are false. This falsity is due to May4, a ratiocinating, 
emotional instinctive factor whose nature is describable neither 
as real nor as unreal,—anirvacaniya. 


Sankara’s Maya is an illusory principle understood firstly, 
as sensory, secondly, as ignorance of true nature (rational), and 
thirdly as activity (or will). As sensory, it is the world of experience 
through the body of objects: as ignorance it is the world of selves 
which seek to attain reality of being but actually identify themselves 
with their bodies and desires; as activity, it is the Ivara, the governer 
and destiner of the world of objects and selves, It creates the vyava- 
harika, phenomenal world. 


iil 


Degrees of Reality not Valid. 


We will now consider whether in such a theory of reality 
there are available degrees of reality. It is usually contended 
that the dream states are less real than the waking states, that the 
state of dream is purely individual and imaginary, and that it is 
caused by instinctive fears, and wishes of the individual The 
waking ‘state of consciousness is said to be less real than the direct 
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intuitive , But fromthe stand-point of the direct intutive, aparoksa. 
insight consciousness, all the waking and dream and sleep states 
are absoulutely unreal. There are degrees so. to speak in the phenomi- 
nal and not in the real. Nor is this view helped by the conflicting 
views sometimes mentioned that the dream-state is a higher state 
of the self than the waking, because of the independence from objects 
and objectivity that it entails, This latter is the solipsist-view. 
Absolutely speaking, all are absolutely unreal. The doctrine of 
degrees of reality is a question that obtains in the phenomenal universe 
and not in the transcendental. There then happens another type 
of reality that is in sooth unreality, within whech there are de- 
grees. But the fact of unreality as such cognized in regard to 
the whole universe must be forgotten in that context. If we aban- 
don then this transcendental, then what remains is the phenomenal, 
the only universe we know, and the criterion of truth would be non- 
self -contradiction; and if another be needed, as indeed it will be, 
coherance with conduct. The phenomenal will reveal layers of 
veiling rather than degrees of reality. This solution does not solve 
the problem of the cognitive. The concept of Maya brought into 
dissolve the cognitive relation is futily in fact, as it is ineffectual in 
metaphysics and exprerience. The two-kind theory of Maya, 
one universal and a priori, and the other, indivudual and a 
Posteriori, the first leading to a transcendental conversion or veilin 
the second to the individual illusions: of sense, recalls firmly the 
two stages of a priori synthesis of Kant also, one of Sense and the 
other of Understanding. 


Illusions are of the sense, and could never happen to 
the illimitable intelligence. The simile of crystal and red flower 
posits duality at the very start and does not avoid it. Metaphors 
too entail the reality of the terms in some manner. Comparisons 
taken from experience may carefully be applied in transecndental 
explanations. The ‘Spirit may have imaginations and creative 
power, and Vedanta does postulate this in the siitras, janmddyasya 
‘yatah and jagadvydpdara* but.it has no illusions. Illusion is the 
quality of the sense-experience impregnated by hasty generalization. 
-It is different from hallucination which is creative imagination 
forced outside the. individual by some persistent psychic demand. 
Thus Maya has no. locus, diraya, in Brahman. The Maya principle 


1. V. Sitras. I. i. 2 & IV. iv. 17. ele 
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that trichotomizes the unique one, is.a fictional. principle 
itself incapable of being an explanation of itself. It was on the 
ground that it is an unwarranted principle that Ramanuja refutes 
it. There are neither one veil nor two veils nor three nor. an infinite 
number. What is true is that the power of Brahman in so far as 
it is not apprehended as power of creation, is not understood, so 
to speak, as the Upanisad instructs us to perceive it. It is a pheno- 
menon that baffles understanding. Once the wondrous nature of 
Brahman Himself is understood Maya His power of creation or lila 
becomes easily understandable. It.is undoubtedly a curtain, yava- 
nikd,! but not unreal. : 


IV 
Nydya-Vaisesika view criticised 


When we turn to the schools of Nyaya and Vaisesika, we find 
that they accept the mere connection between the self and its objects. 
In other words, they accept the cognitive relation. The. objects 
are known in the presence of the contact between the sense organs 
and the objects. A sensation is due to the rays of light in the eye 
passing to the object. It does not explain how we ever can resolve 
the problem to opposition in the constitution of the two terms, 
mind and matter as atoms. Representationallism cannot avail 
here too. Direct apprehension does explain, but what it can explain 
is next to nothing but the fact of occurance of perception. The 
failure to put the question on the part of Nyaya-Vaisesika is a 
serious fault in that system. It is the ordinary unreflective man‘s 
philosophy so to speak; or it is due to the perception of the very 
serious faults arising from any acceptance of representationalism. 
Once representationalism is in some manner accepted, there is no 
way out of the nihilistic conclusion via subjectivism. And yet 
that does not save Nyaya from being not sufficiently an anviksiki. 
The purely objectivistic and external observational manner of the 
materialist did not avail itself of this serious problem of epistemo- 
logy. It is a purely descriptive philosophy and comprises a net- 
work of only two kinds of relations, the external and the permanent: 
It is a philosophy of discrete data, somehow — to find mitegrality 


1. Catussloki of Yamunacarya 1. 
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that it refused to realise or recognize. The culde ac of Nyaya logic is 
scepticism again, since absoluté difference between atoms and souls 
cannot permit any adequate relation. The explanation of cognition 
that it is the act of grasping of the object by enveloping it with 
consciousness as quality, is that of Advaita, and that can at least 
explain how representations happen or copies reproduced. But 
mere conjunction at one point can never lead to the experience of 
the object as an object, nor can it ever lead to the reconstruction of 
all objects in memory. Nydya doctrine clean forgot so to speak, 
the problem of memory. Nydya ‘s protest against internal relations 
led to the sacrifice of all explanations of the cognitive relation. 


The problem of cognition can be solved only by the acceptance 
of the psychological fact of the relation of mind and mater as re- 
presented in the embodied human being, for from thence we can 
to infer the possibility of cognition. It is true that many criticisms 
are levelled against psychology as a science. The cognitive relation 
is a real relation, fundamental to knowledge and available wherever 
there is consciousness and as such is fundamental to any theory 
of knowledge. Disembodied beings, if they exist, might have a 
way of knowing, about which we can have no idea, but knowledge 
is a feature of consciousness which is invariably availabe wherever 
there is a subject. The cognitive relation cannot be had in a vacuum 
without a subject and an object. It comprises three terms; and the 
cognitive relation itself is a phenomenon that is temporal, that is 
to say, it can ocur with respect of many objects in succession 
or contiguity. It does not assume the permanent presentation of 
any one object or compresence or connection with any one object, 
since that is not its nature, but it reveals itself as related to a perma- 
nent subject to whom consciousness as effecting the cognitive relation 
is an inseparable adjunct. 


All idealisms end in systems of Experience. In any case they 
do not permit the real existence of time, space, nature and objects, 
though they are prepared to affirm their phenomenal appearance 
character. Realisms end in systems of relations and all of them 
finally seek it dissolve all objects into relations, or else they end 
in atomistic views in respect of every field of experience. An organic 
theory alone takes into consideration both these and affirms the 


unity and diversity character of these terms in cognitive relational 
experience, 
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Nature of Relation 


“The very nature of knowledge presupposes the independent 
existence of the reality known,” and to show that means that idealism 
is a variety of the subjective poitn of view. The failure of the thinkers 
of the idealist and the critical school of Kant is the failure to realize 
“(1) the directness “of the relation between the knower and the 
reality known, and (2) impossibility of transferring what belongs 
to one side of the relation to the other’. This is an admirable 
exposition of the realistic position and this refutes all assertions 
that it is “possible for the characteristic of a thing to belong to it 
as perceived though not in itself’’.2_ To quote from the same author, 
Prof. Prichard, “Knowledge unconditionally presupposes that 
the reality known exists independently of the knowledge of it, 
and that we know it as it exists in this independence. It is 
sunply impossible ot think that any reality depends upon our know- 
ledge of it, or upon any knowledge of it. If there is no knowledge, 
there must first be something to be known. In other words, know- 
ledge is essentially discovery or the finding of what already is. If 
a reality could only be or come to be in virtue of some activity or 
process on the part of mind, that activity or process would not be 
‘knowing’, but making’ or ‘creating’, and to make and to know 
must in the end be admitted to be mutually exclusive.”? The real 
difficulty of the Buddhist idealism and thier corresponding thinkers 
in the West, Berkeley and even Kant, was that they ignored consi- 
deration of the world as a reality simply and appealed exclusively 
to its special character as a thing known. The misinterpretation 
of the psychology of consciousness as such and the cognitive 
relation made it impossible for them to discover the essential 
directness and partialness of the cognitive relation as such. There 
are other powers of the mind that do not involve the dealing with 
objects as existent objects. The analysis of consciousness through 
dream states involved them in the autonomy of the consciousness 
as creator, but they did not see that it did not involve this autonomy 
in the experience or relation that is essentially discovery or knowing, 


1. Kant’s Theory of Knowledge: H. A. Prichard. p. i. 
2. Ibid., p. 114. 
3. Ibid., p. 118 (italics in the text). 
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and this is indeed different from the making-characteristic or kalpana 
and is in fact its negation. There is danger and undoubtedly a 
serious defect if imagination should play the role of the perceiver. 
Such a function would be trespassing into knowing. Ramanuja 
and the realists clearly admitted the capacity of the mind to delude 
itself because of its private wishes and desires and imaginations 
But they found it to be different indeed in every respect from the 
knowing proces, which in the words of Prof. Prichard involves 
the discovery of ‘what already is.’ This is the real, and always 
real, The content of dream states.also is also real on the principle 
that they are engendered in the inividual dream state by the Divine 
Lord according to the moral deserts of each individual, because 
even there the cognitive relation is normal and not interfered with 
by the emotions and desires of the individual himself. They are 
not his kalpana, but God’s. 


The mentalistic theory of the object owes its force also to the 
wrong interpretation of the object as similar to self-consciousness. 
The facts of recognition make this interpretation possible. But 
as Sri Vedanta Desika argues the self-same recognition, pratyabhijia, 
reveals that the content of the recognition is not anything other 
than the outer world which is apparently not self-conscious. 
This view that to be an object is to be inconsicent was manifestly 
at the back of the Advaita theory. Though some objects are in- 
conscient and some others are not and need not be, and indeed even 
self-conscient beings can become objects of consciousness of 
some one else, the fact remains that there is the clear under- 
standing of the position that the object of knowledge is other than 
and is not self-consciousness. “This is derectly contradictory to 
the view maintained that the object of consciousness, in the very 
initial stage of perception is cit, consciousness alone.! 


. The doctrine that the objects existence depends on its being 
known, esse est percipi, makes the cognitive relation the condition 
of existence. ‘‘The relation is one fact which has two sides which 
are separable and are not inseparable”. The subject is always the 
subject of an object and equally an object is always the object of a 
subject”, but the fact is that the subject and the object need any 
be subject and object all the time. The subject may continue to 
perceive or may not, and the object may or may not continue to 
be perceived. The relation is terminable, and further the same 


=). See_lst,Chapter. 
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object may not continue to be the object-of a particular subject and 

it-may very its~subjects ad infinitum... Likewise the subject may 
wander from object to object in a continuous effort of cognition. 
But it may equally desist from.this perpetual effort. Action demands 
the cognition; the cognition is purposive therefore, and cessation 
from action may involve the cessation from the cognitive activity 
of knowing. 


The fact is, relations are of two kinds, terminable or separable, 
and inseparable. The one is the relation between universals and 
particulars, substance and qualities, genus and species. The very 
elements of the rélation dissolve when the relation disappears. 
“The very being of the elements related involves the relation and 
apart from the relation disappears.” This is the aprathaksiddha- 
relation of the Visistadvaita, and this is in one sense an eternal 
relation. On the other hand the relation of object and subject 
“of knowing is essentially temporal.”1 The elements exist 
independently of the relation. In other an words, the apra- 
thaksiddha-relation is internal relation, the cognitive relation 
is an external relation. The relation does bring about knowledge 
of the one to the other and is serviceable. But it does not involve 
the very being of the elements that it relates. Relations are non- 
regressive: there fore the Cognitive relation also is non-regressive. 


The theories of representationalism and subjectivism suffer 
from a fundamental defect. They are worried about the nature 
of relation itself. How could relations relate? How could they 
relate distinctly different entitites such as a mental subject and a 
material object? 


The first question raises a point that is not worth perhaps 
serious consideration. The fact is that there is the relation, and 
to ask for a further elucidation of the positior is to land oneself 
and not the relation or the relata, in a fruitless task. Relations 
relate because they are relations and they cannot be either the terms 
they relate, nor do they require any other relation to relate them 


and so on ad infinitum. . To say that the relation requires another 
relation to relate it, is to treat a relation as if it were an object- 


term or relatum, which it is not. To conclude on the basis of this 
wrong analysis—a hyper-critical analysis—that all relations are 


1. Kant’s Theory of Knowledge: A. Prichard-p. 132. 
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illusion and that they are not available in the real, is to contradict 
the very possibility of knowledge. This extreme view has been 
held by several thinkers like Nagarjuna, Sankara, and in the West 
by the Absolute idealists amongst whom Bradley was the master- 
mind. 


Ramdnuja finds that the cognitive relation is like any other 
relation; it is external, conjunctive and direct. There is nothing 
repungnant in a mind knowing its material object, and the doctrine 
of homogeneity between the subject and object is a false one and 
no tertium quid is needed to mediate between the mental and the 
material, in the form of a quasi-mental image or representation, 
leaving the subject to infer thé material object outside. The im- 
portant part of the whole position is that because the image is 


sensory it should be a part of the mind, and as such is different from 
the object outside but in so far as it is outside also, in the sense that 


it is seen as characterising the object, it is, in some manner, of it. 
The Samkhyan position in regard to the cognitive-relation is similar 
to this, and it was more alive to the issue of the homogeneity of 
the subject and object and made the mind (buddhi) a material, 
tenuous and reflecting medium, so as to be the locus of the represeti- 
tations. The theory of homogeneity is a device brought in to get 
tid of the theory of direct perception and ultimately to deny the 
reality of pereception itself. There is indeed enough difficulty in 
the doctrine of representationalist cognition without any need to 
take recourse to the theory of homogeneity. 


The embodied being is a unity, a psycho-physical unity? and 
in so far as this is fundamentally real and actual the theory of 
homogeneity is useless; and no recourse need be had to the theory 
of parallelism such as that held by Spinoza. The problem of 
direct perception or knowledge of processes is only postponed and 
not solved by this theory of autonomous dualism-cum-parallelism. 

The cognitive relation thus gives rise to the following conisdera- 
tions: 

(1) It is a relation that is established between a spiritual subject 
and ap object that bight me ‘other’ than itself. 

(2) The experience of the outer world is a direct transaction 
between the sense-organs and the outer world, needing no fertium 


quid, such as images or representations. Ideas are mental; not 
so images which have objective loci. 
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(3) The transaction itself is an activity of the self which senses 
perceive or intuit. 


(4) The sense-impressions are parts of the outer reality which 
is a continuum characterised by space and time. 


(5) Space and time are perceived as much as senseimpressions 
are perceived by the mind which is the sensorium in this case and 
directly. These reveal that the conjunction of extra-sensory and 
the sensory in the perceived content is due to the activity of the 
embodied being simultaneoulsy in both of its aspects. 


(6) All that is perceived in perception is real. 


VI 
Criterion of Falsity 


The difference between the perception and the intention of a 
sense-datum and the sense-datum itself consists in the essential 
interpretation that is laid upon the sense-datum. The illusions 
of sense-date are not unreal. They are sensed in the manner in 
which they are given, and there is much truth in saying that 
normal senses do not lie as even Kant held. The conflict comes 
in perceptions which are made to stand for objects in the 
external world and the objects sensed, that is, in their inter- 
tation. It is undoubtedly true to say that it is just possible that 
we do not apprehend all that are in the external universe and that 
the nature of objects is such that they cannot be fully known. It 
is perhaps also correct to think that because we do not per- 
cjeve the minutest atoms in their isolation but only Percieve them 
in their constullations or groupings, the atoms are not capable 
of being inferred to have any of the forms that we endow them 
with in their groupings.1 That however need not deter us from 
thinking that this percievability or the objective nature or even the 
possession of these qualities are not in the objects themselves, even 
as space and time are objective perceptions and cannot be said to 
be mental. The fatal objection to the mental theory of space or 


1. Sri Vedanta Desika on the The Buddhist Schools of Thought (Paramata 
Bhaiiga). Trans. by K. C. Varadachari. Annals of Sri Venkateswara Oriental 
Institute. Vol. 1. 1940. 
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time lies in its inability even to grant the necessity to geometry and 
other so-called sciences, which'depend on the acceptance of space 
as the property of objects as such and not as percived by us only. 
Those who make space merely that which lies between any two 
visible objects and merely a non-existence (that is a mental construc- 
tion) cannot make this non-existence fall into any category 
of nonexistence. It is a definite perception and a _ non- 
existence of either free space or non-existence merely. “As non- 
existence is clearly conceived as a special state of somethihg actually 
existing, space even if admitted to be of the nature of abhava would 
not on that account be a futile non entity (something tuccha or 
nirupakhya)' 


Falsity is that which pertains to the value of a judgment we pass 
with regard to an occurance, what interpretation we place on the 
datum given, rather than to the existence of the datum itself. This 
datum cannot be dismissed as an illusion. It exists, and is so 
far as it is, real. We have to find out only as to where and in what 
context we shall have to place that event, discover the causes of 
its occurance ond discover also the intint that had the power to 
lead us astray. Its truth consists in what position or place it gets 
with in the order of physical everns not as to its existense, for 
that it is absolutely in its own right. Every fact faces the criterion 
whether it is a fact amongst otherfacts in a given context or other- 
wise, and secondly what it is within itself. Thus the criterion of 
reality of any sense-datum has two faces, firstly how tar it can be a 
fact among other facts, a question that leads to the comparison 
of the sense-datum with the objective reality of other events which 
are said to go along with this. The collocation of causes of diverse 
kinds leads to the production of this sensation and thus the causal 
theory of perception has in some sense to be assumed. Thus com- 
‘parison is possible. Secondly, how far there are factors which 
are introduced by the subject. himself into the object observed. 
“Truth can only be distinguished from falsity if there are marks 
by means of which the knowing subject can tell whcih elements 
‘proceed from the object and which are introduced by himself, 
the conscious subject.” That this can be done also is acutally seen. 


«1. SB. I 2, 23: Abhavasya vidyamana-padartha. vastha-visesatvo-pa 


padanacc-akasasya-bhavariipatvepi no nirupakhyatvam. (Ananda Press, ed 
Vol. Il. p. 94), _' 
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The fact that we can within the perception itself discover the causes 
of illusion and also within the perception itself discover, with the 
help of the intent, misleading affinities are sufficient to reject the 
theory of general falsity and indeed can justifiabley explain on 


the basis of common sense realism all illusions of the perceptive 
kind. 


We find that our knowledge of objects is a direct process, not 
an effect on the sense-order as such, but really capable of declaring 
the nature of the perceptual field, whether it is one’s own body or 
any other outside our body. 


This possiblity leads to the view that the objects of the physical 
world are capable of being known independently and directly. 
The physical objects since they do not enter into us, form an objec- 
tive continuum available to all: the sense-data are, on the other 
hand, indivudual, and capable of becoming defective due to the 
defects in the sense-organs. We may, in fact, speak of the sense- 
data as merely appearances of real objects or physical objects, 
and in perception we are aware of both, and not only one of them 
as in the representationalist view. And both sense-data and the 
physical objects are physical and reveal real events and are not 

‘merely psychical in any sense of the term. 


In Ramanuja’s theory the criterion of truth is placed more 
upon relation between the intent and the object perceived. And 
this reference to an object wihch has value and certain determined 
consequences as an object amongst other physical objects alone 
makes the experience true or false. In any case, being a real event 
it needs some explanation. Ramanuja considers that illusions are 
crucial to the doctrine of perception and a real theory of knowledge. 
The cognitive relation is real and the contents of the cognitive 
relation are also real. Consciousness, if it does not know the 
objects directly, can know nothing at all. That it is embodied 
does not make it any the less capable knowing through its windows 
so to speak. The objects cognized are cognized as physical objec- 
and not as mental and it requires an extraordinary theory of projectio 
tion to substantiate the theory of mental stuff. The refutation 
of idealism depends upon the refutation not only of the subjective 
nature of all ideas and impressions through the objective 
independence granted to them by Bosanquet and other objective 
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idealists, but also by the refutation of the view that spirit is the 
object also. Matter and spirit or both can be objects. Objects 
of perception are material. The objects of supersensuous percep- 
tion may be psychical or matter or God. This is fundamental 
to the understanding of the cognitive relation. 


Ramanujas’ theory of truth and knowledge relies more upon 
the organic and common sense position than on any other system 
of thought. The distinction between appearance and reality is 
ne most important factor in any theory of knowledge. According 
to common sense it means that the real is that which ‘recommends 
itself pluinly,” “it is that which contains the others.” The real 


things or coexistent things are those which could be encountered 
again, since “this property of being able to present the same thing 


twice seems to be an ultimate (however mysterious) characteristic 
of the world with which we have to do”. The reality of the 


hallucination consists in its being perceived only by the individual 
afflicted by it more than once. The unreality of its content lies 


in its failing to satisfy certain canons of acceptance, or, if we prefer 
the use of the words its reference or intention. Ramanuja dealing 
with the reality of the illusion of shell-silver(or snake-rope) affirms. 
that its content has not only within it the form that is identical in 
some sense in both but also the specific quality of likeness in matter 
or the substance itself. Ramanuja relies for this on the upanisadic 
view that there is quintuple intermixture of all pure elements in 
such proportions as to produce secondary elements which have 
one particular element in predeminance whilst the rest are subsumed 
under its influence. This is the famous paftcikarana-prakriya, 
which is later than the trivri karana of the earlier upanisads. 


Another view is that since reality is only the container of all 
appearances which must be taken not only in the sense of perspec- 
tives but also from the point of view of individual differences, it 
is a substance with co-existing parts, each of which might be sensed 
apart, and as such a thing might ‘/ook’ as something and yet 


be not an appearance merely. It should not be forgotten that the 
real is not an aggregate however of all these parts or perspective- 


looks. We consider a cube as having all its three dimensions is 
equal and yet it looks otherwise from other angles of vision. We 
know the cube to be a thing of a particualr nature, and this knowing 


is a sivakalpaka product and the sensations might be and indeed 
are otherwise. 
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The thing appears in a particular form to sense or rather in 
sensation. and it is not a fragment of the object at all. The inference 
as to the nature of the thing as in itself is a real inference based on 
the whole series of observations and disinterested discrimination 
made of it. The perception of silver in shell and snake in rope are 
merely instances of fragmentary appearances which are not unreal, 
but on the other hand fully real and articulate in the real thing. 
They however claim to be the whole thing. In other words ‘“‘We 
thus seéme to merge with the result however we may feel 
baulked by the problems of hallucinations, illusions and 
error, that the real is not a few selected appearances only, that every- 
thing that appears at all is real. So far as the foregoing considera- 
tion reach, the real means all that is and what is, includes all that 
it seems to be. In a word, all appearance that ever are are real.””! 
In R&manuja’s own words ‘What is is real’—sarvam vijfhanajatam 
yathartham.* 


In this context it is necessary to bear in mind the important 
distinction that was made by Sankara regarding the phenomenal 
reality and error within the phenomenal, pratibhasika, and the 
transcendental which was beyond all reach of thought, understand- 
ing, and sense being a supersensuous experience. He begins, 
even like Kant, to speak about the distinction ‘“‘between things 
as they are in themselves and things as they appear to us, the dis- 
tinction relating to one and the same reality regarded from two 
points of view. He ends with a distinction between two different 
realities, things in themselves external to, in the sense of independent 
of, the mind, and phenomena or appearance within it.’’$ 


This distinction is fatal to all real theories of error and no 
ultimate distinction can to be made between appearance and 
reality at all. If we do not admit the possibility of any apprehen- 


1. Common Sense Distinction of Appearance and Reality: Mr. J. W. 
Scott, Arist. Sec. Pro. 1915—1916, p. 102. 


2. Sri Bhasya : 1. i. 1. cf. 


Yathartham Sarvavijfianam iti Vedavidam matam ! 
Sruti-smrtibhyas sarvasya sarvatmatva pratititah !! 


then follow 13 verses explaining the theory of Trivrtkarana of the Vedic view. 


na to mithyartha-satyartha visayatva nibandhanah | 
Evam sarvasya sarvatra vyavahara vyavasthitih !! 


1. Kant’s Theory of Knowledge: H.A. Prichard, p. 75. 
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sion of reality with our consciousness or thought, there is no possi- 
bility of apprehension of erron either as against the real. The 
fact is that illusions are caused by the fact of their being understood 
to be otherwise than what they appear at any moment in a parti- 
cular context or condition, and yet the real is considered to be a 
fact of thought and the illusion as the actual apprehension of 
the senses. 


Further as Prof. Prichard says ‘“‘Just as it is absurd to describe 
the fact that the stick only looks bent by saying that while the stick 
is not bent, the appearance which it produces is bent, so it is, even 
on the face of it, nonsense to say that while things are not spatial, 
the appearances which they produce in us are spatial. For an 
‘appearance’ being necessarily mental cannot possibly be said to 
be extended’! The more important defect of any doctrine that 
reduces all perception and perceived objects to the level of appear- 


rances lies in the fact that they tend to equate the things as appear- 
ing into mere appearances, a defect that lays bare the fundamental 


difference between the two. The first shows that the ‘intent’ is 
the pointer of the sensation to the object external to the subject, 
whereas the other reduces this intent to nothing and makes a first- 
class blunder in the analysis of cognition. It is a fundamentally 
wrong transition in thought. 


It is fundamental to all theories knowledge that the distinction 
between truth and falsity should be clear and unambiguous and 
should not be capable of being reduced to degress of reality on 
the basis of the actual fact of degrees of knowledge. Knowledge 
that is arrived at through thought, jfiana, and that which we get 
through sensation are both real. Abolish this parity then we find 
ourselves in the quandry of illusionism, that thought itself is a 
deluding and illuding instrument. It is true that consciousness 
has sensory and thinking functions as also of enjoyment of objects. 
But it is thought or thinking that makes us think a thing as it is, 
not sensation. ‘‘For it is a presupposition of thinking that things 
are in themselves what we think them to be: and from the nature 
of the case a presupposition of thinking not only cannot be rightly 


2. On the whole theory of this fallacious transitions in thought referenc 

Should be made to Prichard’s Kant’s Theory of Knowledge, which a maliterly 

ae. er s aa a other types of idealism commit simllar mistakes. 
apters on Space an enomena and things-in- 

iaitonan tp eae gs-in-themselves are the most 
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questioned, but cannot be questioned at all.1 It is this same 
point that is constantly emphasized by Ramanuja and Vedanta 
Desika and other realistic schools. Once deny thought the power 
of apprehension of the real and make it a delusive instrument and 
a creator of illusion, or mere imagination, vikalpa, then the road is 
clear for complete annihilation of all metaphysics and epistemology. 
To convert the power by which release is to be attained, jfidna into 
a power of delusive imagination, is to give up all chances of libera- 
tion of. consciousness. 


The paradox of the whole situation is that in seeking to extend 
the frontiers of understanding and knowledge, the effort acutally 
made led to surrender of its potency and existence. No wonder 
the Doctrine of Reason, and Doctrine of the Super-experience 
abandoned the one principle of reality on which they based their 
dialectical opposition. 


VIII - 
Reality of all Cognitive Content 


Every cognition is of a real thing. The cognitive act is real, 
and the subject of cognition is also real. The three terms are 
real and therefore the illusions that occur must be traced to certain 
extra-relational conditions. Intraorganic defects as well as the 
ambiguities in the objects perceived are important in any under- 
standing of the problem of error and illusion. Illusions are of 
the sense-level, whilst errors pertain to the level of inferences or 
judgment. The failure of thinkers to study the theory of illusion 
from the standpoint of the physiological or embodied spirit has 
been at the basis of most failures. It is clearly seen that when the 
bodily state is otherwise than normal there have occured frequently 


1. “There is no right for the nihilist to take part in argumentation since 
there is no means by which he could”. He who has himself known that ‘all 
- are chimerical, if he does not perform activities with reference to perceived 
objects he has no need to refute the activities of those. who seek heaven and 
liberation. Since even the delusion that all are unreal is itself chimerical there 
is no need to get over it”. 

“Zo one who affirms that vikalpa is not a source of right knowledge there 
is ho “way of acczpting the indeterminate knowledge, which is itself determined 
to exist by leterminate cognition alone’’...Sri Venkatanatha in in Paramatma- 
bhanga, Ch. XI (Annals S. V. O. I Vol 1.) : 
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the failures to judge properly. Indolence and sleepiness are referable 
mainly to the bodily state of unpreparedness. That there is not 
any physiological process apart from the psychological may be 
easily demonstrated. The dream conciousness may be a state ) 
of the mind which: is actively operating in the brain inter- 
organically, receiving no stimulus from outside, but on the whole 
we find that at least no judgement is possible as to its rightness or 
falsity. Indeed we can say considering the physio-psychic disposi- 
tion at that period that it is active and real during the period of its 
operation. ‘The conscious states experienced in dreams are not 
unreal.” As Bradley says ‘There is nothing to prove that the dream 
world is unreal, though this restricted world of our-must be accepted 
for all practical purposes.”” The dream pictures and experiences 
are real and really experienced. Therefore the mental condition 
does produce certain impressions which so far as they go do grant 
real objects. The fact is that the conception of the real here is 
that which actually occurs as a fact of perception however much 
it may be private. Privacy of an experience does not make it 
unreal as such, nor is public experience or experience that is partici- 
pated in by all, namely outer objects, in any better position. All 
depends on the veracity of the individual, his real experience as 
a searcher and observer of his bodily process, in so far as they 
also vibrate or reveal emotional conditions. 


The nature of dream also in so farits content is concerned is 
such that it is not anything other than the images already experienced 
now projected on the mind’s canvass so to speak in such a form 
as to grant a retrospective emotion. 


The jaundiced perception is ajreal perception. The experience 
of mirage is a real experience or cognition. The perception of 
continuity of a circle of fire when only a fire brand is rapidly revolved 
is a real experience. The reflection of the face in a mirror is a 
real fact of experience, The perception of a double moon is also 
an actual experience.? The seeing of stars when the eye-lid is 
pressed is also as real as anything else. The rope is perceived as 
a snake, and a snake too appears as a rope. All these and others 


1. Cf. Appendix Il : Dreams in the Philosophy of Ramanuja: cf Annals 
Sri Venkateswara Oriental Institute, Vol. I. I. 


2. Cf SB: Lil. (Thi.’s trans pp. 120-123), 
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too can be explained. But the explanations do not abolish the 
actual experiences or even the perceptions. The shell looks silver 
we say, and having known it, the shell continues to look like silver. 
The perception of similar structure and colour is the cause of the 
illusion here. The shell actually reveals the shining surface of 
silver. The illusion is a real fact since certain activities follow 
from the acceptance of ihe view that it is silver. Emotions are 
engendered by them. What is wrong is the associative reference 
which we have made by identifying this experience with the previous 
experience of silver. Illusion is impossible without prior knowledge. 
It is a product of wrong association of present experience with the 
past on the basis of a perceived similarity that approximates to 
tadatmya, identity. Thus we find that illusion is impossible unless 
two conditions are fulfilled and these two conditions are both real 
viz., (1) that there was prior experience and (2) that the present 
experience has definite similarity of the perceptual kind with the 
previous experience. Given these two, the illusion is had. 


In the case of the mirage, the feature is identical since froma 
distance sheet of water looks in a particular manner, like an 
experience already undergone, and since the immediate experience 
has features which are common to reflection by water, we 
take it that the content of this experience is the previous experience. 
Memory thus plays a significant part in illusion. The common 
quality may be called by any name: in the above instances as silver- 
ness which is the specific quality or structure form or colour, or 


water which is a specific quality or structure. The transitiveness 
of the application depends on the first experience and also on the 
value of the experience. Silver is more useful than shell, water 
more than sand. Wherever therefore this previous judgment had 
been made, there the judgemnts that are passed in regard to illusory 
experience are governed by this prediliction. 


«»» Our first judgment, then, is ‘this is silver’, at the intial valuation. 
But this cognition is sublated in meaning or value by a further 
‘scrutiny or else by the actual confirming conduct such as we adopt 
in the case of gold, which takes cognition of its other qualities 
and history. The difference between silver and silvery quality of the 
shell perceived in the latter becomes manifest. Hence the second 


6 
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judgment ‘ This is like silver’ or ‘This resembles silver *! and the 
further judgments ‘‘ This is not silver. I have been deceived into 
thinking that this is silver.” 


In all these above cases what make the illusions possible are 
(i) the hasty generalizations due to the activity of imagination, 
generalizations based upon the fundamental similarity of structure 
a real fact, undisputable and absolute, since the factors that make 
the illusions possible arenot non-resident in things which apparently 
cause illusion, (ii) or due to the organic defects, (iii) or speed of 
motion which makes it impossible for the eye to adopt itself to 
pictures or things moving at a greater speed than it can register, 
(iv) or ill health or (v) due to the imaginative activities of the indi- 
vidual (vi) or the will of God. 


Jaundice is an organic defect.2 Mirage is due to perceptive 
illusion,? and Ramanuja’s explanation is that since according to 
the Upanisads everything is in every other thing due to (pajicika- 
rana), there arises the possibility of illusion of water from the con- 
junction of light and earth. This may also be due to merit and 
demerit. The fire-brand swung rapidly looks like a wheel and this is 
due to the rapidity of motion, so much so the eye could not follow 
the intervals from one position to another. The reflection of the face 
in the mirror is due to the fact of rapid movement of light from the 
face to the mirror and back again and this interval is not perceived 
by us.4 We are unable to distinguish between the source of the 
rays and their backward movement. This is the cause of the 
illusion. The mistaking of direction is due primarily to the relati- 
vity of direction. What is south to one is north to the other. The 
1. S.B.: 1,i. 1. (p. 119 Thibaut.). 

2. Sri Bhasya 1. i. 1. PitaSankhadou tu nayanavarti-pittadravya-sam- 
bhinna nayana-rasma-yasSankhadibhis-samyujyate (Ananda Press Vol. I. p.85.) 

3. Sri Bhasyal. i. 1. (p. 85, 86). Japakusuma-samipa-varti-sphatikama- 
nirapi tatprabhabhibhiitataya-raktahiti grhyate...Marrcika-jalajfiiane’pi tejah- 
prthivyorapy-ambuno vidyamanatyad indriyadosena tejah prthivyor agraha- 
nad adrstavaSiccdmbuno grahanad yatharthatvam, Alatacakre’pyalatasya 
drutatara-gamanena sarvadesga-samyogad antaralagrahanattatha  pratitir 


upapadyate, Cakrapratitavapy antarala grahana-pirvakatattad desasamyu- 
ktatattadvastu-grahanameva. 


4. Darpa nadisu nijamukhadipratitirapi yathartha. Darpandadi-pratiha- 
tagatapyo hi nayanarasmayo darpanddideSagrahana-pirvakam nijamukhadi 
grahnanti. Tatrapi atisaighryad amaralagrahanat tatha pratitih. 
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perception of the double moon is due to unequal adjustment of 
the two eyes to the common object, the moon. The defect in the 
organic apparatus is the cause of this illusion. 


The fundamental principle then that emerges from this is 
that the actuality of the perception proves that some factors are 
real and these cannot be sublated by any explanations whatsoever. 
In this sense all experiences or states of consciousness are real in 
So far as they have a beginning in real causes which produce actual 
effects. 

Illusions of the perceptive level are such that if they were to 
be sublated they should no longer be seen. The reality of the entire 
perception is proved by the fact of persistence of the perception, 
and this is an important fact. The illusionist who speaks for the 
unreality of the perceived might say that there is persistence of igno- 
ance even after enlightenment through knowledge. Thus he mighy 
say “The moon is one, and yet the diseased eyesees two moons, 
With the knowledge that there is but one moon may not the know- 


ledge of the ‘ duplicated moon’ continue to exist? To this we reply:— 
‘this analogy does not apply to your case.’ For the disease of the 


eye is a fact, whereas your disease viz., ignorance which produces 
the dualistic notion is a figment. Again the cause, viz., the 
disease of the eye, giving birth to the sight of the ‘ duplicated moon, ’ 
remains; whereas your ignorance has vanished! There is thus 
reason for the persistence of the ‘double moon’ though it must be 
conseded that stonger evidence existing in favour of one moon 
renders the diseased eye, a proof of little or no importance... .’ 


This badhitanuvyitti, the persistence of the illusory cognition 
even after knowledge of its illusoriness, is a special feature of the 
doctrine of Advaita. The traces of the illusion of duality persist 
after the knowlege of the Identity. This is refuted by Ramanuja 
on the ground that it is wrong analysis. The thing is true and its 
characteristic of similarity, sddrigatva, with any other object is 
in its very nature. That is the reason for the continuance of its 
nature after the distinctions have been made. The illusion does 

1. Gita Bhasya: Sri Ramanuja: II, 12. parama-purusasyadhigata 
dvaitajfidnasya badhitanuvrttiripam idam bhedajfiinam dagdhapatadivan na 
bodhakam ityucyeta naitadupapadyate maricikajalajfianddikam hi hadhitam 


anuvartamanam ~ najalaharanadi pravrtti hetuh......Dvicandrajfianadau tu 
candraikatva jfidnena paramdarthika-timiradosasya dvicandrajfianahetorapi 
nastatvad badhitanuyrttiryukta, 
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not persist, it is only the nature of a thing to persist. Knowledge 
does not sublate the perception; it corrects he false identification 
of this similarity with the intention of another thing. 


Personalistic thought, such as that of Ramanuja which is 
also organistic, regards the soul or self as distinct from God and 
looks upon the world as a vast system of stimuli which serves as 
a medium of communication between God and man, and between 
spirits in general. There is thus an ‘ ineradicable dualism’ which 
cannot be dismissed by any efforts of idealism. If human thought 
is identified with absolute thought as in Hegelian epistomology, 
it is impossible to explain error. Error must have its counterpart 
in reality as well as in truth if idea equals a thing or object. Error 
is partial truth if idea equals a thing or object. Error as partial 
truth cancels error rather than explains it. And?-“If ignorance 
and illusion are to be accounted for, there must be a more distrinct 
separation between the human and the divine than absolute idealism 
permits. The fact of error is the Achilles’ heel in every monistic 
epistemology?”. Thus writes an excellent writer. And we can 
certainly agree with him in saying that the problem of error is 
crucial to any theory. A correspondence theory of knowledge 
certainly is naive and can only be substantiated if ever we can prove 
that there are two ways of knowing simultaneously one and the 
same object. It is this that has to be proved. The only test then 
will be of verification of the intention implicit in every object. 
Not so according to the equally naive theory of monism which 
dismisses the object by taking it over into itself. There is no 
criterion of comparision or correspondence, but only of coherence. 
It is this simplicity and constructiveness of monism that has at 
once made it so ambitious and futile as an explanation. Thus 
personalistic thought confronted with the difficulty of affirming 
that the outer objects are not anything other than mere wave lengths 
and movements or changes of location or independent continuity 
of process, is yet capable of turning critical by means of the accept- 
ance of real order of unity in and through the Divine Purpose which 
is affirmed by mystic experience. It is this mystic knowing that leads 


——_——. — 


1, cf. Philosophy of Personalism : A. Kundsen. p. 105. Abingdon Press, 
New York 1927. 


2. Ibid. 
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to the corrective of the purely empirical or phenomenal. The divorce 
achieved by the critical’ kantianism is removed without impairing 
its contribution to thought and knowledge. 


IX 
The Twofold Criterion and Falsity. 


According to the Philosophy of Ramanuja we have seen 
that every cognition is of a real thing, that the truth of a sense- 
datum consists in itself, and that it can be determind only by an 
attentive analysis of its reference in physical reality by its effects. 
The considerations which we have brought forward till now were 
those of real similarity between two things mistaken for one another, 
which have identical or similar appearances, that is to say, as 
between the genera that they represent or rather manifest when 
viewed in a manner that is without any consideration of the * intent’ 
or reference to actual reality. Secondly, that these sometimes 
revealed that the sense-organs were defective or else that they 
were due to certain real instinctive and emotional factors which 
blurred the distinctions between the factors constituting the per- 
ception of the real object. Thus we are forced to consider firstly 
the value of each sense datum presented on its own merits, and 
secondly, how far a physical object or sense-datum coheres with 
the experience of other objects similarly situated and perceived. 
This leads us to consider the value of each sense-datum, which 
ought to display or exhibit certain effects in order to be considered 
real. There are then available two criteria integral to one another 
that is, the perceptive and the consequential. This two fold criterion 
indeed makes the object an effective existence and capable of 
guiding conduct. This is the dynamic element in the doctrine 
of knowledge. The philosophy of Ramanuja is neither the static 
view nor yet the merely dynamic view illustrated by the radical 
doctrines of Buddha which culminated in an utterly self-negating 
Nihilism, and self-refuting conduct. It sees in the real the fulfilment 
of purpose as well as the fulfilment of knowledge, or rather the 
fulfilment of knowledge through purpose and vice versa. Truth 
accordingly is that which is in accordance with the accepted conduct 
in regard to @ particular object vyavahdrdnuguna-jnanam pramd. 
Vyavahara for Ramanuja means nothing other than that which 
stands for the test of actual use of all or coherency in active life 
with the knowledge of other things and their utilities. 
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Thus the acceptance of the knowledge about a particular 
sense-datum would lead to certain initial judgments which would 
at once force us to carry out certain activities to meet the situation 
suggested or forced upon us by such a perception, because also 
of the urgency of the emotional situation. We act then as if the 
sense-datum is true and because it is a real occurance. If the 
consequences of taking it as an objective factor, as a physical 
object or event, independent of individual sensing or being, do 
follow, then we consider it to be a real factor or true fact or reality, 
or else it is no less real but it has to be explained, as an event in 
the physical order. That would mean that these two factors of 
sense-datum and physical existence which are both given in an 
identical perception form so to speak a complex relation of body 
and soul. But any distinction of subjective sense-datum and 
objective physical continuum (both of which are united and form 
complete knowledge) is possible relatively with reference to the 
activity which is not a subjective affair. But how is this sense- 
datum as a physical object in an external continuum capable of 
fulfilling itself as a real effective entity, that is as an object in the 
external world of physical objects? Any discrepancy between 
sense and physical objectivity thus leads to the question of illusion. 
Thought means coherancy, and as between physical objects, causal 
efficacy or relation or actual power is the important fact about 
them; thus an embodied being as a denizen of two worlds knows 
his complex truth or knowledge in a two-fold manner through 
sensation and conduct. In this connection we may use the analogy 
of binocular vision. The tridimensional manifold is perceived. 
The physical property of motion in the objects themselves as different 
from the movements that we make are also registered by ocuiar 
adjustments of the ciliary muscles. Thus we find that the physical 


continuum cannot be separated from the sense-datum that we 
perceived. 


Snake ceases to stand for a snake in consciousness as thought, 
though it continues to be a snake so far as the perception is con- 
cerned at first, but on second look it is found that the perception 
itself undergoes change from snake to a rope and what is residual 
in that experience betrays that quantum of similarity between 
the snake and the rope. Thus it seems wrong to hold that the 
perception stands as such even whilst the object’s reference or 
place in thought has undergone the change into a rope. This 
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feature it is that makes many persons hold the view that illusion 
is due to non observation. Even perception, the more it. becomes 
deep and profound and interpenetrative reveals the sources of 
the illusory perception. What happens in the period is firstly 
the gradual loss of emotion and other disturbances. In the second 
period there is more and more analysis of the structure of the 
content of the perception and this is achieved by a vigorous 
explorative activity of the mind and involves utter freedom from 
emotional and memory images. Lastly, when it is found that 
all the factors have been analysed. there is displayed the similarity 
that was the root of the illusion. This similarity is the true cause, 
is real and cannot be annihilated. This similarity is proved 
negatively and positively. Positively through experiment, and 
negatively, when it is superficial or unessential. Isomorphous 
substances need not also be isomeristic. Thus though illusions 
may be due to non-observation akhyati, they are found to be also 
due to anyatha-khyati that is inferring them to be otherwise because 
of previous associations. The emotion at the first moment is 
due to strong formal similarity and this is avoided or capable 
of being got over undoubtedly by more observation. But it is 
conduct of experimentation that abolishes the illusion... The 
criterion then of error is that it must be capable of being sublated 
and we must have the feeling of reasoned certainty because of its 
persistence in the form it is proved to be on second looks into it. 
Raméanuja contends that the snake as sense-datum was an actual 
experience which cannot be anything but real, but its falsity or 
error aS a physical existence is due entirely to its not fulfilling 
the condition of coherency or intention of its nature in relation 
to other objects and persons. 


It is on this point we have to see that the element of time is 
introduced into this definition of reality. It is certainly not 
repugnant according to Ramanuja for a thing to cease to be and 
yet be real. Dreams are real and yet they cease to be. Things 
are real and they cease to be. Reality is a characteristic of all 
things without which they can never be even for a moment. To 
deny reality is to embrace the void. Rightly therefore Ramanuja 
holds that no halfway arrangements or compromises are possible 
between the Void and the Brahman. Brahman is Existence. 


i- cf. Appendix on Visistadvaitic Theory of Perception. 
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It is the central core of all existences and the fact about all creation. 
All things that appear or come into being and pass out of existence 
are as much real as any permanent, since they could not well appear 
without really being what they are. Error consists in treating 
the appearance as real in a different sense than that it is. It is 
not explained by converting the appearance into an unexplainable 
mystery or myth or illusion. 


Further the important fact remains that illusions are not 
all of the same type and have to be distinguished. If to distinguish, 
to analyse, is to create division, is to imagine differences where 
there are none, as evidenced by the attack on savikalpaka pratyaksa, 
then truth is an impossibility. Now that we find that the way 
into the open spaces of Intuition is barred to this knowledge of 
the Undifferentiated, there is no other go except to accept the 
differences as facts. 


The fact is that the physical order is common to all embodied 
selves, and they themselves form part of it, in so far as they are 
embodied. That there might be disembodied spirits need not 
be questioned, as that is irrelevant to the theory of knowledge 
that we are concerned with here. This objectivity might be brought 
to prove the validity or otherwise of a sense-datum. But merely 
because a number of persons say that the double moon is experi- 
enced, one cannot jump to the conclusion that there are two moons 
very close to one another (samantara) almost perhaps like double- 
stars of modern astronomy, and that they are moving round our 
planet. Ramanuja refers to an island inhabited completely by 
such people (timiradosa-grastha). This is likely but it cannot 
double the moon. When we make this statement there is the 
awareness within perception itself that there cannot be two moons 
and that one moon alone is the truth. The defect universal cannot 
prove a thing true. This makes it imperative that the criterion 
in such cases must be found to be other than» perception itself. 
Illusions of sense through sense-defects are adjusted to because 
of the failure in conduct. This factor of adjustment negatively 
to a defect is a common fact of experience. Thus the criterion 
of truth stands on the two-fold plank of discrimination and more 
discrimination and of conduct or verification, of intent suggested 
vyavahadran guna kriya karitva. 
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In this context it is apt to quote the views of Professor G.F. 
Stout in his Gifford Lectures:1 ‘The bare fact that pink rats 
-seem real to the drunkard is of itself presumptive evidence that 
they are real. The bare fact that the oar dipped in water looks 
bent is presumptive evidence that it is in fact bent. But the pre- 
sumption is liable to be weakened and upset or reinforced and 
established according as the seeming fact fills its place or refuses 
to fill its place in a coherent context with other facts for each of 
which there is independent evidence supplied by other perceptual ° 
appearances. Further the coherence required is such as will 
make possible successful action effective adaptation of means 
to ends.” ‘‘ Why do we believe the oar to be straight although 
it looks crooked? For such reasons as the following. If I try 
to grasp it in the water on the assumption that it is really bent 
I miss my aim. If it is really bent it ought to seem so to touch 
as well as sight, but it does not. If it was really bent how could 
one successfully row with it. Again on the assumption that the 
oar is straight as it seems to be when it is out of water, it would 
not become bent and unbent merely by being dipped and ceasing 
to be dipped.” And we may add that in case it is said that it 
might be like the rod of iron that is capable of being bent when 
in fire and incapable of being bent when outside it, then we say 
that bendingness and unbendingness are qualities dependent upon 
the conditions, and are real. In the case of the oar it is the refraction 
in water that is the matter about this bent-appearance, in the other 
case it is change in molecular arrangement in the iron rod brought 
about by heat in the atoms. 


Judgments then must take into consideration the place, the 
conditions, the time and the nature of the structure available and 
its similarity and “‘ intent,” that is to say, what results must follow 
if it were the thing perceived. 


Thus every event has to satisfy the dual tests, the intrinsic 
test that pertains to its nature: how far freed from the prejudice 
of memory and emotional disturbances, there are features of 
similarity which make their invariable appearance, and the experi- 

-mental test (wrongly called pragmatic test), how far the object 
perceived as real is capable of fulfilling the obligations of its physical 
coherence. 


1. Mind and Matter : G. F. Stout, p. 259, 1931. 
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Thus the object is a unity of sense and matter and between 
the two there is a coherence that is verified by the practical test 
or value. Knowledge apprehends this unity as such and there is 
nothing repugnant in an experience being real even when it is 
also misinterpreted. 


X 
Reality as content of all Cognition. 


From our study of illusions which are usually individual 
and belong to the individual embodied human beings, we shall 
now turn to the study of the nature of Cognition. Ramanuja 
holds that there is nothing inherently wrong with our cognitive 
process which should make us apprehend falsity instead of truth. 
What we know is that there are certain essential limitations of 
the normal senses. Our knowledge of the world filters into us 
through our senses. That does not and cannot be said to present 
unreality. If the world is false there can never arise the knowledge 
of the true and the real. Nor could we apprehend it. It may 
with rightness be said that if our senses are purified then we shall 
perceive really. Jainistic thought held the view that when the 
karma-matter that has gathered into the soul is slowly hearted 
and expelled from it by tapas, austerity, then the soul becomes 
capable of real perception that is real. This they call pratyaksa. 
Bergson agreeing with Socrates in Phaedo held the view that if 
there were no sense-organs or the body we shall see all as in direct 
vision, whole and entire. The fact remains that no one can quarrel 
with the view that the senses must be purified, and also that vdsanas, 
tendencies or habits or desires should not corrupt the seeing-mind. 
For it is the mind that is said to move towards the object and 
gather it up or shall we say that the light in the eye goes over to 
the object and gets back again so that the object appears as erect, 
and not inverted as some psychologists contend these days. We 
know the world given to us in experience: making allowance for 
evil or unpurified thoughts and imaginations and habits or organic 
defects there is yet sufficient reality in these that cannot be over 
thrown. Knowing is the function of a real being. Consciousness 
is therefore a reality-giver. The cognitions that are likewise o: 
the real objects. Imagination also is the real nature of the 
individual. It is the creativity of the individual self. 
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Imagination no doubt creates an ineffectual reality like artistic 
products and these are mostly untrue since they can never pass 
into actual effects. Imagination requires ‘some substrate in 
general.’ Its manifestations are conditioned by the consciousness 
that it has. If it be perfect then its creations are of the real; and 
if on the contrary the consciousness is imperfect or ignorant it 
may not be able to create at all or if creating, those creations will 
be not true. The individual as finite is not at fault, it is his creative 
power of consciousness iccha-kriya-sakti that undergoes mutilation 
and perversion when it is ignorant. Because there is equality 
between the freed individual and the Supreme Lord in so far as 
knowledge is concerned, jfdnasdmya,' his creations then reveal 
reality. 


The real is apprehended because it is the nature of consciousness 
to know the real: whilst contraction sankoca leads to partial visions, 
imaginary filling up of the interstices of experiences and reading 
into things falsify the real. 


1. There is nothing repungnant In a real soul really creating anything, 
just as God Himself out of His magnificent will creating all creation. The 
limit of the finite, Howere, is the unvierse itself; total creation is possible 
only to the Universal self of all. Jagadvyapara and Janmad yasya yatah 
-Siitras explain this standpoint. There is also nothing essentially wrong 
in considering that the Lord might not have brought cut all creation of His 
infinite Being through will. Even the Asat of the Infinite mears only the 
Infinite Not-yets of time. And time therefore plays a role in the scheme of 
creation. Ramanuja tends to lean towards creationism, but finds that an 
inner determination of the Divine Lord and the reality of the indidviuals and 
the objective Nature make it impossible to reduce these into real creations 
of the Divine Lord. 


CHAPTER V 


THE PROBLEM OF UNITY. 


Unity between Primary and Secondary Qualities. 


We have seen that Ramanuja consistently holds that what 
the individuals experience is a real experience and that this experience 
involves the cognition or recognition of both the subject and the 
object whose conjunction or compresence alone is the real factor 
constitutive of all experience. Consciousness is the function of 
an embodied being in knowing, and is not a function of a subject 
or mind as such (a fact which is rendered absolute even in the 
case of the Absolute Intelligence or God as we shall show). It is 
only a self-conscious subject that is capable of apprehending its 
own objects. The subject whether in the case of subjective 
mental states (inclusive of emotional states which invade the mental) 
as in dreams or in the case of objective things and states as in 


prophetic dreams, apprehends reality as such with or without | 


the help of the exteriorly-turned sensory organs. The subject 
is capable of apprehending the sense-organs since sense-organs 
are products of sensing rather than original organs which determine 
all sensing. They do not limit the perception, since all perception 
inclusive of the Divine is composed of sense-characters, as sound, 
form, colour, touch and taste. The colours are seen, sounds are 
heard, touches are felt, and all these are present unambiguously 
in mystic dhydna, and are also presented without the mediation 
of sense-organs. Thus Ramanuja distinguishes between two 
kinds of knowledge, indriya pratyaksa and the divine divya or 
manasa pratyaksa. The former is conditioned-consciousness in the 
sense that all experiences filter through the sense-organs whereas the 
latter is free-consciousness in the sense that its knowledge is direct 
and without (or with?) the mediation of or obstruction from 
sense-organs. The sense-organs are no bar to full apprehension. 
They serve the mind in an absolute degree by being more and 
more adapted to suit the demands of a wide and full and integral 
apprehension. In any case the reception of knowledge proceeds 
from and is sustained by the entire spiritual being. 
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R&améanuja accepts the view that sense-organs do not create 
the sensory experiences nor modify the external world. The 
sense-characters are in the objects themselves and what our sense- 
organs do is to grasp them. The sweetness of sugar is in the sugar 
and not in the mouth, since there are other tastes such as alkaline 
and saline and bitter etc. Nor are colours to be referred to the 
eye. The modern doctrine of primary and secondary qualities is 
undoubtedly a consequence of the representationalist view coupled 
with the theory of atoms of the homogeneous variety. The chemical 
theory is against the view that the qualities are in the things. But 
the fact that the mouth cannot but respond to a particular groupings 
of atoms in one definite way as sweet, in whomsoever’s mouth 
it might be reveals despite differences that are not to be exaggerated 
that there is this particular quality in the objective groupings 
themselves. The electronic or chemical theory cannot annul 
the findings of the objective nature of the particular sensation. 
Invariable concommitance itself justifies the subject-object unity 
of the primary and secondary sensations. There is a distinction 
undoubtedly but it is not a disjunction between the several kinds 
of sense-data. They form a unity. Their locus (Glambana) is in 
the object outside the individual’s organism. The doctrine of 
exteriorization or projection of sense-impulses is made possible 


only on the basis of the object being ‘ covered’ by the sensorium 
or light in the eye. This reading of the physiological situation 


in cognition is accepted also by the Advaitic view. Thus the 
cognition of the external object is made possible on either of the 
accounts. The objects have qualities that are perceptible, and 
there is nothing to show that what they possess is other than what 
we see, in the form of structure or colour or taste or touch, though 
there may be individual differences and peculiarities that make 
doubtful judgments possible. 


Some thinkers make karma the all-solvent, and try to make it 
the principle which helps the exteriorization of internal images. 
- This theory is on a par with the hallucinatory theory of all percep- 
tion. Creationism is not to be equated with such a theory since 
creationism involves real creation not delusive projection. Karma 
aS a power or agency can do nothing more than expand or contract 
the ambit of perecption of consciousness according as it is good 
or bad. It cannot create anything. Knowledge alone can create 
reality, neither ignorance nor unconsciousness. This is a central 
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conception which cannot be given up under any conditions. Imper- 
fection in creation means imperfection in knowledge. 


It the virus of unreality is posited in consciousness itself, then 
in Absolute Consciousness also, as in individual finite consciousness, 
we shall have to face pure scepticism and illusionism. The con- 
sciousness that we know or have is that of individual subjects, 
though it must be conceded that there are degrees of expansion 
and enlightenedness that are far above the average. Such a con- 
sciousness we have always seen in embodied beings. It does not 
of course preclude the existence of disembodied selves. But even 
then Ramanuja holds that they have bodies of another kind more 
amenable or suited to the higher functions of the consciousness, 
relieved from the strain and limitation due to a refractory and 
contracting body. In freed state, souls are said to possess an 
aprakrita or non-material body of pure light. And unfreed souls 
on the other hand have liga Sariras, which are always related to 
them and which determine their future life-series. These are 
essentially modifiable by knowledge on the one hand, and on the 
other hand, also modifiable by actions of either kind, good or bad. 
It is this karmic body that gets touched or infected. It is this that 
limits the dharmabhita jfana. 


Nor can we ever conceive of a pure consciousness or mind 
divorced from any kind of body as Socrates and Aristotle conceived 
or even as some thinkers of modern times hold, and as Advaita 
Vedanta conceives. in Advaita, it is an imperative of its thought 
itself, but then such an acceptance imperils the nature of reality 
itself. Absolute consciousness is yet a consciousness which cannot 
happen elsewhere than in matter or a body however tenuous or 
purified or perfect, for consciousness a is function of a subject and 
is not perceived apart from an embodied being. The fact is that 
in the case of the Absolute Consciousness, it is a consciousness 
which is a function of the Most Perfect Being, and in whose case 
the instrumentality of our five-fold sence -organs or even the manas 
or citta or any other organ of mind in its imperfect career are no 
when needed. There is direct vision. His Perception is vision. 
It is perfect vision since it enfolds all infinity in its ken. In Him 
the senses are not the means of knowing or enjoying. 


» find that the supremely intelligent mind‘s consciousness 
is capable of creative action and possesses more complitely the 
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body which it governs. The limitation of consciousness is due to 
spiritual defect, or rather moral defect, which makes it impossible 
for it to function efficiently in a body which it holds. A higher 
morality or purity of living points to a greater and more facile 
control of the functions of the body. Thus reality does not change, 
the body does not become a barrier that has to be got rid of, but 
spiritual life gets deepened and intensified, or in other words, per- 
fected. Consciousness as we know in the manner we know may 
enlarge itself and even get transformed into a supermind or Divya 
caksus but in its essential nature as a function(dharma) of a spirit it 
does not forsake its nature. 


There are no degrees of reality according to Ramanuja but 
only degrees of perfection.1 And perfection is measured by the 
completeness of control a soul has over its body and in the true 
creative feature of its functional consciousness. And creation 
in this sense means nothing more than making real the possible, 
thus effectuating its causel truth or will of God. 


II 


Sarira-Sarirbihava as the Typical Unity 


Ramanuja stands for the complete vindication of the body 
soul relation even with regard to the Highest Spirit. A question 
may be asked whether God has a body in the very same sense that 
you and I have bodies? The point is not that God has a human 
body,—since such a limitation of God’s nature to a body like ours 
will entail a crude anthropomorphism and a limitation on evolution 
which make does not man the peak of creation. Surely He has 
a body which makes it possible for the Seers to see Him as having 
a body of light, auspicious and aweinspiring, gracious and benefi- 
cient even as the Isavasyopanisad seer says, Yat te rapam ka yana- 
tamam (verse 16). A body cannot be defined in terms of the 
appearance of the several types of bodies. A protoplasm has no 


1. cf. Basis of Realism: Alexander. “The prejudice against Realism 
lies in the confusion between the different deals of Reality and perfection 
Physical things are as real as the mind but notas perfect. When we speak 
of degrees of Reality we must be careful to ask whether we do not mean 
degrees of perfection. ® 
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sense-organs but it has a body; it has a nuclius which does animate 
the movements of its amorphobs tissue. Thus a body cannot be 
defind in terms of the number of sense-organs or limbs or formations, 
special or general. What is the body then except that which 
functions or acts as an instrument purely and absolutely for the ser- 
vice of its owner which is said to fight out its life course in an envi- 
ronment? This serviceability to the animating life within or rather 
more precisely the soul within might be or any kind of enjoyability. 
Thus does Sri Ramanuja define the body; ‘‘A body is any substance 
which a sentient soul is capable of completely controlling and 
supporting for it own purposes and which stands in an entirely 
subordinate relation to it.’ 


RamAanuja finds essential unity to lie in this soul-body relation. 
Metaphysical reality is of the nature of soul-body. This is funda- 
mental and from this we have to extract the view about the know- 
ledge relation. That the fundamental relation between subject 
and the object is a relation that is not organic in the sense that 
they are always and eternally inseparable tied to one another, 
neednot be said. Butjit is also a fact that to speak about a subject 
is also to speak about it as having an object. The objects change 
and vary and may be any number. The relation named 
cognition by the subject always remains except during deep sleep. 
Thus we find that we cannot affirm the subject-object relation to 
be anything more than what exists when the subject is awake or 
cognizing. A pure cognition whitout any object is a myth, though 
this also is granted by certain schools of thought, especially by 
Y6ga which claims a state of cognition which is objectless. But 
even this is found to imply only that there are no objects of the 
.outer world then but not objects of the transcendental kind, objects 
which are of divine origin. That is to say, to be conscious means 
to have some object, natural or divine, and the higher states of 
consciousness are those which have as their content the divine 
objects or objects which have God as their cause. 


Tn one sense, however, we can yet speak of the cognitive 
relation as a soul-body relation. The object is enjoyed and utilized 
and controlled by the subject who cognizes it. That is to say 


1. Sri Bhdsya Il 9: yasya cetandsya yaddravyam sarvatmana svartha 
niyatam dharayitum ca Sakyam yacchesataika svariipam ca tat tasey Sariram . 
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cognition leads on to the two further ways of dealing with the 
object, namely, that the subject enjoys and utilizes it or determines 
it. If the definition we have given of a body of the subject is 
accepted, then there is every reason to treat the object as a body of 
the subject at that moment. The subject as such becomes the soul 
or self of the object. The subject-object relation thus reveals more 
than this relation in that it is possible to conceive all subjects as capa- 
ble of holding their objects in an absolutely dependent relation. 
This however is not true, as objects do not exist for the subjects as 
such, and many subjects are capable of beholding the same object. 
This may be a serious flaw in the Ramanuja’s theory of relation of 
subject and object if we treat them as having sarira-sariri relation. 
It would involve that the individual finite subjects must either 
be subjects or souls or else fragments of a self or Mind, because 
they have no relation of this kind with the objects except their 
own bodies, and even then only in a limited manner. If the subjects 
are absolute subjects, the illusion of the many has to be accepted 
in which case we shall have to argue for one Self alone, or else 
we must argue that souls are real partial aspects of one Subject 
which is the real, but who are capable of enjoying and appreciating 
and controlling their objects in a limited manner. But then this 
involves the breaking up of the one Self if it does not involve the 
view that the aspects have each an individuality, real and inaliena- 
ble. Either there are many partial subjects or finite subjects which 
somehow have come into being from one supreme Subject or Self, 
or else the supreme Transcendent Self itself has somehow illusorily 
presented itself in various ways which are phenomenally real but 
not transcendentally so.1 Thus our problem of subject-object 
relation leads to the question of Unity or Oneness. 

Before we take into consideration the problem itself, we shall 
discuss firstly as to what we do mean by a Perfect Subject and its 
infinity: and secondly as to what we do mean by the term infinity 
of subjects and things? 


1.. Bhaskara’s is the first view and Sankara’s the second. In the Bhaskara 
doctrine the aspect even when mutually contradictory co-exis in space and time 
or without reference to space and time. This invoves a view similar to the 
Jaina sapta-bhangi. If the views are related to space and time and are not 
self-contradictory in that regard, ince itis time and space that always cause 
this self-contradiction, there will be no difficulty about the acceptance of the 
Bheda-abheda view. Unfortunately this point of reference is lacking in 
their formula um such hence the futility of the identity and difference view 
taken unconditionally. 


ui 
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iil 


Infinity and what it means 


A perfect subject according to Ramanuja is exactly that person 
whose consciousness or dharma-bhita jhana is full and complete 
in its range, without taint or fault or contraction, who wills the 
real, perceives the real and enjoys the real. The cognitive and 
affective and conative perfections are reached by- such a 
consciousness. 


In actual experience we find however several degrees of per- 
fection of this consciousness in different individuals. We may 
even think that there are different perspectives or grades which 
cover the entire range of perfection even as Leibniz conceived exis- 
tence to be. There are infinite number of points of view possible 
and actual from which the universe might be telescoped or perceived 
by each one of them. There are no vacant spaces; or rather we 
should say there are infinite directions, dijah, and whilst it is con- 
ceivable that all the points of the circumference are occupied by 
some monad or other, it need not necessarily be so. Leibniz 
held that indeed they are occupied and then in order to explain 
change in this dynamic universe he proceeded to convert the straight 
line of progress to perfection into a circular movement, so much 
so every monad has to repeat its history of contraction and expan- 
sion of consciousness as it passes from the most luminous insight 
into the darkest contraction of unconsciousness. This according 
to him was necessitated by the fact of infinite perspectives occupied 
and innervated by the actual presence of monads at each one of 
them in the best possible of all worlds. Thus every monad seeks 
its fulfilment as a monadus monadum, but no sooner than it reaches 
it, it must make way for its successor who awaits anxiously for 
its enthronement. This eternal recurrance theory is utter nonsense 
from the standpoint of true religion which seeks a perfection that 
is beyond the constant threat of fall. The Vedanta Sutra, which 
echoes the words of the Upanisadic seer, says andavrittisabdat. It 
is because of the phrase that there is no return, no return to this 
cyclical existence, there is needed this effort at Realization. 


Every pluralistic system has contended for the view that the 
things and selves in the universe are infinite in number. Vaisesikas 
as well as Simkhya, argue for infinite souls or purusas. What 
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exactly does infinity mean? Isthere any difference between 
numerical infinity and qualitative infinity? If so, what type of 
infinity applies to the souls? Do both avail? What type of infinity 
does the Supreme Brahman possess? These are important questions 
undoubtedly and interesting too. 


Infinity means absence of finitness or limitation. Limitation 
is of three kinds, limitations of space and of time and of distinctness 
or difference. All things occupy some space and all things occupy 
some part of time. They are thus limited by time and place. 
Similarly in so far as they are discrete and separate (bhinna) they 
are distinct from one another and therefore are capable of being 


counted or enumerated. These three limitations are thus available 
in regard to all created things. 


Numerical infinity means that there are infinite number of 
discrete things. Infinite number means that they are countless 
or difficult to count. Thus the negative menas only impossibility 
in so far as it applies to a finite self, not at all in the case of a self 
which could, and this Being is undoubtedly the Supreme Self of 
all. Though this assumption has its basis in the scriptural texts it 
is yet valied. An all knowing mind can comprehend all, and 
numerical infinity turns out to be a finity in regard to such a self. 
‘“ The proof of infinity rests altogether on the absence of limitation 
of space and time, not on account of the absence of substantial 
limitation; absence of such limitation is something very much 
akin to the ‘horn of a hare’ and is perceived nowhere. On the 
view of difference, on the other hand, the whole world as constitut- 
ing Brahman’s body is its mode and Brahman is thus limited 
neither through itself not through other things.” * 


But this position is not what Ramanuja is prepared to admit 
in regard to the relation between the Infinite and the finite. 
Brahman surely is atonce beyond spatial and temporal limitations 
and is transcendént to all limitations in so far as He is a unique 
Being capable of pervading all. Things of nature are limited by 
’ space-time and distinctions, and as such they cannot occupy the 


1. Sri Bhasya.: Ml, f, 15. 

Anantatvad atmanamamiktasca santiticet-kimidam anantatvam? Asafikh- 
yeyatvam-iticenna, bhilyastvad alpajfiair asafikhyeyatve’pisvarasya sarva- 
jmasya safikhyeya eva.. Anantatvam nama-paiicchedarahitatvam. Vol. I, 
p. 33. (Ananda press ed). 

2. ibid. p, 39. Anantyaprasiddhisca desakalapariccheearahitatva-matrena. 
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same space at the same time. They are non-intelligent, and finitenes 
is their essential nature. Mustard seeds, beans, earthen pots 
and pieces of cloth are dependent upon their distinctions and 
are separate. Infinity is impossible where they are concerned. 
If numerical infinity is posited in the case of souls, then the matter 
takes on an entirely new aspect. Undoubtedly occupying space 
they are numerically many but not infinite. Ndndatva, manyness, 
is not anantatva, infinity. The numerical manyness is thus a 
fact in regard to the individual souls. But this is not all about 
the individual souls. Whilst having distinctions in their very nature, 
there is a particular feature of the souls which makes it possible 
for each of them to be reckoned as an infinite or partici- 
pating in the infinite. Infinity has to be conceived in a 
different manner It must be conceived as absence of all 
limitaton. Substantial limitation is inescapable in regard to 
the souls. Is it the case with Brahman? The _ pluralists 
consider that this is involved, since the Brahman could be conceived 
to have these finites as its modes and yet be different from them. 
If He is different then there is limitation. It is impossible to think 
of Him as a numerical finite. just one of the many. Thus we 
find that Ramanuja is not prepared to accept the position developed 
by the dualist thinkers. who speak about the substantial limitation 
of Brahman whilst yet granting Him a freedom from limitations oj 
space and time. Transcendental in one sense, they find Him to 
be bond by this particular limitation. This obviously entails that 
Brahman exists as limited by the existence of other individuals 
and things. Taken along with the theory of plurality of separate 
existences, substantial limitation would lead to temporal and spatial 
limitations. All the selves and Brahman along with them would 
be limited by space and time, which would argue against all 
qualitative infiniteness, vibhitva. 


Whilst therefore we find that the individual selves are really 
independent existences, if we hold them to be numerically many, 
we would be faced with the problem that they are not really infinite 
number, and further that they are non-intelligent, since uniformity 
or number belongs to material differentiations. If on the other 
hand we define infinity to consist in the absence of all limitation 
it is found that bond selves are really bound by the limitation 
of space and time and, therefore are not infinite in that state. 


t 
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We find that the objects of this world must be really many 
and finite. We also find that the selves or:souls which are embodied 
are many and finite in number. Infinity for the selves can only 
mean the highest attainment of qualitative perfection. But does 
this qualitative perfection involve absence of all limitation? If 
it does, it impugns the very occupation of a body. No embodied 
being can ever be at once substantially limited and yet be 
perfect qualitatively. The absence of all limitations leads to 
absurdities. It may be absence of limitations due to space and 
time and material refractoriness, that pertains to having a body, 
but could it also mean absence of all relations, since relations 
connect things and individuals and argues for dependence of one 
on the rest? But ‘absence of such (substantial) limitation is 
something akin to the ‘ horn of a hare,’ as the Brahmajfidnavadin 
says, and is perceived no where.’’! Limitation is absolute and 
nothing is capable of existing without any limitations whatsoever. 
The individual selves are not infinite in the sense that they are 
numerically infinite but that they are substantially limited by 
their relation to the highest Brahman. But this substantial limi- 
tation is not of the same kind as limitation that occurs through 


space and time and nature. J 


No thing or soul is thus free from all limitations. All things 
are limited by space and time and substantial limitation: souls 
are also limited by substantial limitation. Thus both fall under 
the category of finite beings. 


IV 
Brahman, the true Infinite 


Brahman is the only substance, the supreme subject who is 
free from all limitations including the substantial, or at least 
who surpasses the limitations from the stand-point of the qualitative 
transcendence. Transcendence over limitations even of the subs- 
tantial involves mastery over them, hence not limitation at all. 


By this concept of transcendence enunciated very powerfully in 


the Upanisads Ramanuja solves the difficulty that confronts the 
dualist, who though he found himself in a position not dissimilar 


1. 8. B. IL i. 15. (Thibaut) p. 453. 
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to Ramanuja’s, was unable to solve the problem of substantial 
limitation, and accepted the ‘position that Brahman too was 
subject to this substantial limitation. The relation that the 
things and souls hear to the Supreme Self is indeed a substantial 
relation of dependence, secondly they are objects occupied, governed 
and noticed and witnessed by the Supreme and fall within the 
category of elements that constitute the subject-object relation. 
But the subject-object relation is not all, though undoubtedly 
essential. 


The only subject for whom all are objects at all times and 
therefore eternally is the Supreme Subject. 


The importance of the meaning of the term infinity in regard 
to the numerically many is found therefore to lied in a very novel 
explanation. Infinity consists in having all the many in one vision 
and beholding them eternally in one‘s vision. This is possible 
only to the Highest. 


There is however another meaning which is warranted by the 
scriptures by the passages which shew that the supreme Brahman is 
unreachable by speach or mind : yato vdco nivartante aprapya manasa 
saha*, This indeed is the meaning of the word Anantam, infinity. 
His truth and being and nature and form and qualities are transcen- 
dent and immeasurable in excellence and superior. From that Being 
our mind returns baffled and falls into a consciousness of its own 
finitness. 


Thus transcendence is the real definition of infinity. But this 
does not abjure the intial recognition of its Superior nature. It 
is immeasureable and this is transcendence. The transcendent 
does not refute the finite not the limited, it contains all the limits 
within it and yet is afar, It is here and afar, near and distant. As 
the [3dvasyopanisad says: tadejati tadu naijati taddire tadvantike! 
tadantarasya: sarvasya tadu sarvasyasya bahyatah. The finite 
cannot contain the infinite fully when considered from the stand- 
point of space and time and external relation, but when considered 
from the stand-point of spiritual pervasion it contains it . It is 
not a refutation of it, nor contradictory to it. It is within it as 
ee 

1. cf. Berkeley’s Siris. cf Leibniz’s Theonecee. 

2. Taittiriya (Anandavalli.) V1. 1. 
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part and parcel of it. The element of transcendence it is 
that is all important, and it is this that makes the infinite the supreme 
subject of all experience. Reality is both subject and object and 
the infinite is composite of both. The doctrines that seek to reduce 
the subject to the level of the object or the object to the level of 
the subject are apparently doomed to faillure. But this does not 
involve the giving up of the distinction in their status in regard to 
one another. The real is knowable; even the unknowable is 
merely the statement of transcendence and nothing more, 
This view is implicit in the doctrine of superiority of the subject 
when applied to the Supreme Being. The Supreme Lord possesses 
all objects as in their eternal nature in His ever-present vision. 
It is also true that He establishes all these in their real nature through 
years sempiternal. This is an important conception in so far 
as it shows that there is a fundamental distinction between the 
knowing and being in regard to Brahman the true Infinite, the 
transcendent, and the finite and subordinate. The contradictions 
and antinomies raised between the finite and the infinite, the infinite 
divisibility of the infinite or the composition of the infinite of the 
infinites are all numerical devices which do not imate but in fact 
impugn the integrity of the infinite. Brahman is the infinite, 
that is the transcendent. The transcendent is the subject, the 
supreme subject who establishes all things in their real nature 
from eternity. 


Vv 


Consciousness and its Ideal Nature 


The ideal condition of consciousness is its unlimited nature. 
Consciousness itself is a function, which undergoes contraction 
and expansion. -In plants there is a widening of the scope of 
living as compared with metals and stones in which it is dormant 
and inconscient. As evolution moves forward the individual 


body lets consciousness function more and more or rather the 
consciousness within breaks through the material confines and 


organizes its own ways and means of knowing. Freedom is thus 
assured and is dependent upon the greater and higher perfection 
of consciousness which is the function of the soul. Perfection 
means the highest freedom of consciousness or conscious function- 
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ing of the self. The real is consciousness in the sense that what- 
ever it reveals fully and intrinsiéally or illumines or whatever it grasps 
isreal yathdrtha, because it is the real function of a real subject. 
‘All cognitions whatsoever abide in real subjects or cognitions 
and are themselves real, consisting in mental certainty with regard 
to special objects. Reality is ofthe nature of any object whichis 
cognized by consciousness and things that are false are sublated by 
proofs which consciousness itself provides and reveals, failing which 
‘how it works’ in- practical application or conduct proves the 
presence of effects.” Some of these cognitions ‘‘ may rest on defects 
which are themselves real: others spring froma combination of 
causes, real and free from all defects.’ The distinction between 
false and true is not a distinction that should be brought in between 
the non-existent Absolute which is the Highest category of intellect 
and the existent world of practical conduct nor between the theore- 
tical and the practical, between which there need be no opposition, 
but between features which thought itself in its varient phases and 
expressions reveals. _ If the real is to be judged from the point of 
view of pure thought which does not fulfil action, then there is no 
doubt that we shall have only a splendid fiction, unknowable 
and beyond thought. Thought is in its very nature capable of infinite 
discrimination, samkhya, so that it finally defines things. Things 
of the outer world are patently enumerable having number and 
are finite. Notwithstanding their multiplicity, in their inner nature 
is revealed a supreme transcendence which is of the Real and 
the Spiritual. It is this infinity that is within the finite of the numbers. 
But to convert the principles, verifiable and functionally absolute, 
in the realm of the outer into principles of the inner and the un- 
verifiable is to disrupt the integral diunity of the total. 


The criticism that thought is not practical ‘is meaningless, 
for it means to deny the expression or manifestation and power 
of intelligence as intelligence. {llumining power does not only 
mean the dispelling of what is antagonistic to it but also of defining 
things, thus rendering them capable of being objects of empirical 
thought and speach.”? —na hij virodha-nirasana-maturam prakésa- 
katvam api trarhaparscchedah—. 


1. Sri Bhasya. 1. i. 1. 
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VI 
Thing-in-itself 


The criticism that thought is not practical is meaningless 
because it denies the expression of intelligence an intelligence it 
is. This primal or principal distinctions which Kant recognized 
very clearly was by Sankara denied. That it did issue from know- 
ledge he conceded, but that what it manifested, or resulted in was 
real was what he stoutly refuted. Such a redical theoreticism could 
only lead to mere phenomenalism and to solipsism . Even this is 
inadmissible because the Absolute is not a solipsist but an 
undifferenced Consciousness which is neither subject nor object and 
not even a thing-in-itself. To such an absolutely undifferenced 
Consciousness or intelligence not implying distinctions of subject or 
object, svayam prakasata (self-illumining power) cannot possibly 
belong.” 


It may of course be argued that introspective vision will 
grant us the nature of the thing-in-itself whereas the exterior type 
of obfervation can only grant us an external view which despite 
its verifiability and objectivity can never give us the nature of a 
thing as it is established in itself. The importance of the concept of 
the yathartha, the inner truth of existence of a thing as it is in itself 
and not to another consciousness is a very important fact that 
can be explained only on the basis of the inwardness of the thing. 


This process of introspective intuition is facilitated by the 
method of yogic intituition, or samadhi, and in that intuitive percep- 
tion there is inward revelation of the nature of a thing as it is 
in itself. This is its essence which is always the subjective view 
of the thing not the object-view of the thing. Can any thing be 
known in the sense in which we use the term know, as it is in itself 
as subject and not object? Can this shift be achieved except by 
means of the abolition of the objective status of the object and by 
making it know itself through our subjectivity? If it could be 
so known as even M. Bergson affirmed we could, then we shall 
know, not in the sense of subject-object relation but by abolishing 
the object absolutely, and by being in rapport with the subject 


1. Ibid. Il. i, 15. 


106 SRI RAMANUJA’S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE 


as an articulate self-existence as it is in itself; this would be a 
supreme achievement of the seer and not of the subject at all. 
Then we shall be able to say that knowledge does not require a 
subject object relation absolutely and under all conditions. An 
external knowing demands this relation, not the internal seizing 
of the eseence through making the object the subject itself. , The 
important question that arises at this point is whether in this sub- 
jectification, the object does in fact, participate in the life and move- 
ment of the subject, or does the subject(namely, the person who 
subjectifies the object) lose himself in the object‘s subjectivity? 
Then, we are confronted with the problem of dual-subjectivity, 
between which it is difficult to find any identity. Thus the know- 
ledge of a thing-in-itself is possible only to that thing itself and 
not to any other. Nor do we arrive at the knowledge of the thing 
as it is in itself when we reduce all objects to the nature of adjectives 
of the subject. But if we do reduce all the subjects (the so-reduced 
objects) to one single spirit, then the problem gets simplified and 
it is conceivable that we shall be in the presence of the one all- 
embracing Subject which shall know all as they are in themselves, 
because they are in it. At any rate, the above way of reasoning 
makes the concept of the Subject sans-object, intelligible. It 
appears, then, that there is no other way except to accept the situa- 
tion, as it is the only way by which we shall know things as in them- 
selves, which is the intrinsic truth about them requiring no further 
confirmation. The object thus presents itself as having a subjec- 
tive as well as an objective aspect. To deny either is to gain a 
fictitious truth. But as amongst the two, the more important is 
the thing in itself, which falls on the subject side, and the knower 
has to identify himself with that part of the existence through 
intuition to gain access to it. The other aspect is freely gained 
through scientific observation, but it requires the pragmatic test © 
also. This is the paratah-pramana necessary for gaining the truth 
of the external relationship of the object with other objects in a 
common universe. How these two have to get reconciled in the 
unity of knowledge is yet a deep and profound problem bringing 
in as it does, the problem of dual reality or appearance and reality. 


There is only one way of escape, a way that was indeed pointed 
out by the theologically inclined Berkeley, by the logical Bosanquet 
and others, and that is to treat the Absolute as the solipsist. To 
take refuge in Him or It and to console ourselves in His ability 
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to grant us sufficient objectivity, and feel that the truthful Being 
will not deceive us, is our only alternative. So far as the indivi- 
duals are concerned their knowledge as subjective experience is 
possible only through the Absolute, through which alone they could 
gain subjective thing-in-itselfness of the object. This is the seeing 
all things in the Supreme Divine, to see them all as having their 
self in the Divine. This is the possibility of seeing intimated by 
the pregnant words of the Isavasyopanisad: Yathd-tathyato’rthan 
vyadadhat 3da3vatibhyah samabhyah. (8) 


Direct intuition is impossible. Only intuition through the 
Supreme Being or Absolute is capable of granting us the inward 
reality of all things, their svariipa sthiti and svasmai sthiti.. Equally 
it follows that our knowledge true and right, of others or their minds, 
is possible only indirectly through the Absolute. This is obviously 
different from the perception of their bodies or their movements 
in space, growth etc., all of which yield only a pragmatic reality 
but not the thing in-itself of the objects It must in this connection 
be remarked that Ramanuja has not touched the problem in this 
manner.? It is however necessary to insist on this two-fold 
manner of this cognition in order to show the importance of the 
diunity stressed by him in his doctrine of 3arira-sariri-relation. 
The intrinsic thing-in-itselfness in Brahman is the essence, the 
externality is the outer form or manifestation of that essence to 
other modes or subjects. Both go together and both of them 
are real. 


1. Prof, Laird has raised # very important discuss on in his masterly 
Gifford Lectures “ Mind and Denty”’ as to whether Gob knows the knowledges 
of souls m= they reflexively know it for themselves. The infinity or Omniscience 
of God either includes or excludes this reflexive (svasmai) knowledge of the 
souls. If it excluds, His omniscienee is not omniscient, if He knew it, they 
would not be souls. Even if they be souls and God knewledge reflexively o1 
otherwise. These are difficult questions to which no answer can be given except 
to a very limited extent. 


2. What has been sketched above is apossible development of his thought. 
The whole concept of knowledge of a thing im dealt with from the relativistic 
position and not the subjectivsit position. Sri Ramanuja takes up the subjecti- 
vist position only in so far ma the liberation of the functional consciousness 
from its limitations due to karma is concerned. 
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VII 
t 
Diunity of Reality and Apprehension 


Thus we find that the essential principle of explanation that 
needs must be understood in the Philosophy of Ramanuja is this 
constant insistence on the two-fold unity or diunity of the nature 
of the thing. It is usual to find in this type of explanation the 
doctrine of identity in difference or identity and difference. But 
the theories of Bheda-abheda are by no means capable of answering 
the problems we have presented so far in regard to the intrinsic 
and external or objective nature of the self-same object. Bhaskara 
starts with a view that perilously lands it in self-contradictions. 
He states that the One Pure Intelligence or Consciousness dis- 
tinguishes itself into subjects and objects which are real. That 
is, souls on the one hand and not-souls on the other are fragmenta- 
tions from the Consciousness. Thus multiplicity is derived from 
the unity, which is precarious once we consider the meaning or 
monner of differentiation. It is said that the universal undifferenced 
consciousness is sigmatised or else like the Fichtean ‘Anstoss’ 
posits its other, which acts as the limiting element (upadhi), giving 
rise to the appearance of several subjects and several objects. 
Bhaskara who holds this view is refuted by Ramanuja on the score 
of arguing for a double-aspect theory. There is no thing with 
two aspects. Bhaskara ‘makes a distinction between the cause 
and genus as objects of the idea of discontinuance distinction,” 
but as a matter of fact there is no perception of these two elements — 
in separation. Therefore the principle of Bhdskara’s theory is 
grounded in false abstractionism. 


Bhaskara contends that we are capable of distinguishing the 
difference and identity between dissimilar and similar characteris- 
tics in a thing when compared with another thing, and threfore 
we can clearly posit that non-difference belongs to a thing viewed 
as cause and genus, and difference belongs to the same thing viewed 
as-effect and particular. This means that the two characteristics 
of difference and non-difference can be reconciled in one and 
the same thing. We find that the individual self in so far as it has 
intelligence belongs to the genus, Brahman, and in so far as it 


1. Sri Bhasya. I. i. 4. 
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is finite it is different from Brahman.’ As against this view Rama- 
nuja holds that ‘‘ if difference belongs to the individual and non- 
difference to genus‘this implies’ that there is no one thing with a 
double aspect”. On the contrary it means that there are two things 
which are conjoined together. “If you hold that the genus and 
the individual together constitute one“thing, you abandon the view 
that it is difference of aspect which takes away the contradictoriness 
of difference and non-difference’’.2 Difference and non-difference 
thus cannot be predicated of genus and particular. The genus is 
merely a generic character which is not a real thing in the sense of 
an existent thing by itself apart from the particular, for it is arrived 
at by a process of abstraction. The individual is not a mani- 
festation of the genus. For Bhaskara however to be a manifesta- 
tion is to be identical with the genus. There is no difference except 
that the locus of its expression is difference. 


But the individual is not a part of the genus since it has in 
itself its unique character of existence separately, which is exactly 
what the genus lacks in spite of its so called universality and eternity. 
The individual is the real thing from which alone the concept of 
the genus ever arises. “ The species is a form of the individual 
and does not manifest the individual’. Bhaskara by making the 
genus the most important, and by taking genus to be a real existent 
apart from or over and above the particular through which alone 
it has any plausible existence, has made the logical genus real, 
and the individual, the real imperfect manifestations of the Highest 
Reality or the genus. The identity or the genus-character is exten- 
sive and infinite(here consciousness is infinite), it is more than the 
difference which is the particular. The particular existences are 

perishable and fleeting. Therefore eternity is of the genus, and 
the perishing character belongs to the particulars only. Since 
therefore the genus is the identity, it is eternal and may be said 
to be the svabhavika nature of a thing. The limited character 
is the perishable character, and as such is aupadhika or contingent 
character. This equally applies to the intelligence which is seen 
as differentiated in the finite individuals having contracted intelli- 
gences. The intelligence is the eternal infinite, the finite is also 
intelligent but so made finite by limiting conditions of the bodies. 


1. Sri Bhasyal.i.4. 
2. ibid. Li 4. 
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The finites are as ‘real as the Infinite but not as eternal according 
to Bhaskara. t 


In Sankara’s doctrine these differences are unreal, caused indeed 
as they are by ignorance and because they are perishing existences, 
or because they could be sublated: in Bhaskara’s on the‘other hand, 
these difference are real, but not permanent. Already we find 
the recognition of the defect in the equation of the idealistic view 
namely that permanence is reality. Whether permanence is to 
be considered in the logical manner of non-self contradiction or 
in the temporal sense of changelessness, it is clear the former is 
correct and acceptable to all whereas the latter is not . We may 
accept the former but not the latter criterion. 


Regarding the multiplicity which is equivalent to differences, 
the unreality of the differences or ndndtva is important in the 
doctrine of Sankara. Equally so is it in the doctrine of Bhaskara. 
The nature of the conditioning agent is all that matters. Sankara 
was more right in so far as he regarded the Consciousness or the 
Supreme as indivisible, and if we do indeed find differences it is 
due to the ignorance, the conditioning agency and it is 
not to the substance that we should look for the defect. For 
Bhaskara the absolute Identity has the capacity of becoming many 
in the presence of the conditions or limitations. Consciousnes$ 
can become personal, characterised by power to become or create 
or produce or diversity itself as the many. There are two tenden- 
cies which cut at the root of this philosophy. The one original 
consciousness is firstly revealed as the Absolute Identity having 
the power to become many selves. The one self becomes many 
selves in manifesting itself, though it is absolutely unconditionally 
real because it is its own nature. The many are limited mani- 
festations which would lose their identity on becoming free from 
limitations. It is necessary to consider these limitations, updadhis, 
as the power of self-determination or self-limitation for the sake 
of play or whatever purpose might be credited to that absolute 
consciousness. The crucial point in Bhaskara’s theory consists 
however in his doctrine of Release. The formal character of 
Brahman becomes more and more pronounced and release seems 
to be the attainment of the full and complete formal perfection 
of the genus by the individual. The Platonic tendency thus is 
clearly traceable and becomes more and more patent when we 
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emphasise the formal identity more than the difference which can 
never have permanent footing in the lap of identity. Once the 
permanent footing is found, release is impossible if indeed it is 
not necessary, since it is by the will of God, the Absolute, that 
this permanent footing is being sought. Thus to manifest or 
not is not a matter for the striving of the individual at all. Moksa 
is not therefore explained. But what is really important in the 
analysis of the problem is his clear perception of the need to find 
a real relation of identity and difference between the many and 
the one. It is not release that should attract our attention in his 
philosophy because it is a hopelessly confused explanation that he 
gives, but only his rejection of the phenomenalists and illusionists. 
The individual is the essential part of the genus and is the condition 
a@ priori for the manifestation of the genus in actuality. In other 
words, the genus gets existence only under definite conditions 
of space and time and particularity apart from which it is only a 
conceptual abstraction, even then possessing a relation with a 
particular in the mind of the conceiver. The defect in his theory 
is that he could not but move towards the Absolute, and this was 
facilitated by his stressing the identity and the genus more than 
the particular and the reality of difference. He did not see that 
the annihilation of plurality would annihilate the identity. The 
double-aspect must be either a permanent feature of reality or 
else it cannot be a feature of reality at all. Multiplicity and unity 
or identity must be conceived either in an oppositional polarised 
manner or as integrally related to one another. To abolish them 
even as terms by declaring their illusory nature or unreality 
character or to abolish one of them whilst maintaining the status 
of the other, is to land oneself in fruitless contradictions. Bhaskara 
no less than Sankara postponed the problem of unity and multipli- 
city. However it must be recognized that Bhaskara felt that there 
was a way of resolving the problem. But Ram4anuja it was who 
felt that an integral solution was possible, and that required the 
abandonment of the prejudice of opposition between the unity 
and multiplicity. The way to seek it is to take examples of such 
unities that enfold or contain or manifest or express the multipli- 
city whilst yet remaining unities that they veritably are and will 
be. The relation must not only be real, it has to be integral, incapa- 
ble of dissection into terms, that is to say, the unity should exhibit 
the multiplicity and be itself the self and being of the multiplicity. 
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In other words, it must be a unique or significant unity the pattern 
of the unity that is exhibited on all planes of reality. Then 
it would be the principle which will explain all relations that mani- 
fest unity or multiplicity. That all relations cannot be reduced to 
this one pattern must be accepted, but then there is no reason to 
think that this one should not be a special relation. This type of 
relation is universal in the sense of being available wherever there 
are permanent types of relations called specially aprthaksiddha, 
inseparable or organic. This is the type that is most manifest and 
useful in our conduct and existence. All other types of relation are 
distinct but subordinate to this type of relation. 


The cognitive relation is not an interminable relation. None- 
theless it displays the specific quality of a dependent relation. The 
subject is superior to the object in one sense and in another sense 
it is the subject that is inferior to the object. This kind of dual 
position as clearly found in the experience of Beauty is such that 
it precludes the possibility of making the finite individual superior to 
the object at all times. Creative power of the subject might make the 
individual superior to his creations, the adaptive powers of man 
might make him the knower and adapter and inventor of new 
things but the apperception of Natural beauty enforces the atten- 
tion and subordination and wonder and awe of the individual in 
its presence’, Thus it follows that the secret of Unity is not to 
be conceived of in any other way except through the perception 
of the relationship of permanent organic co-existence. 


IX 
Organic Unity. 


Ramanuja finds that the unity which can hold multiplicity 
within itself must be significant, enfolding the multiplicity in a 
unique manner. Further the problem is one of dynamic multipli- 
city, a multiplicity that is growing, and full of contingent relations, 
in one word is one of ever increasing and renewing activity. In 
order to find in this growth, development and change, process 
and progress, it is imperative to conceive this unity in a special way. 
It is impossible to conceive of it in a mechanical one or a material 


1. cf. Collingwood’s Theory of Beauty : K. C. Varadachari, Indian Philo- 
sophical Quarterly Oct. 1940. 
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one. As progress and evolution cannot be registered in them, 
we have to find out whether this is possible in a spiritual unity of 
love that is most logically explainable as organic coexistence. 


All unity is not material or external unity. Indeed it is found 
that the best unity that we have in external unity is the chemical 
compound within which the individual terms or substances undergo 
a thorough change and are unrecognizable. Disintegration brings 
them out of their transfur mation and makes them unique entities. 
Further arrangement between the terms is also important and 
this could not also be disturbed without shattering their indivi- 
dual natures as such. Not so the unity of an organism. The 
disintegration of the organism leaves us undoubtedly in the same 
state as in the case of compounds but the fact of development and 
reaction to stimuli are not features of the compounds. They 
specifically belong to the organism, which is a growing unity, 
not a unity that comes into existence after and out of independent 
elements, but a unity that reveals at once a self-sustaining oneness 
through all the diversity of organisations. 


The way our knowledge coheres with other items of cognition 
reveals a unity, a mental one, between all experiences. The way 
our food and other objects in here and sustain the unity of the orga- 
nism reveals physiological equivalence to it. The way all the 
organs of the body maintain and sustain a dependence on the life- 
purpose whatever this may connote in terms of human interests, 
such as artha, wealth, kama, needs, and moksa, freedom from 
limitations of ignorance, reveals the unity of the multipilicity 
that can never be surrendered. At times the multiplicity might 
be more pronounced than the unity, and this tendency is the visible 
sign of change. A growing multiplicity or multiplicity that is 
constantly in movement is the World of Nature which contains 
both the souls and things. The souls or selves are also changing 
in the sense of undergoing changes in their consciousness-func- 
tion though not in their substantial nature as knowers. The 
fixing of the individual self to a significant connection or relation 
is never possible in the case of a growing individual who has to 
thrust forward and upward towards the highest aim. Not only 
is this possibility of connection between God and the individual 
one of constant alternation into several poses (and these are as 
many as -there are fundamental human aspirations), but these 
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several relations .equally apply to every other relation between 


the several individuals themselves. ; 


Absolute Unity must yet be a flexible unity that grants freedom 
or play to these fundamental human relations. And the most 
fundamental is that of love and sympathy or Grace. The Bhagavata- 
marga, which is that of Bhakti, is one of utter dependence on 
this one type of relationship that manifests itself as the typical 
centre of all other types of rasas. -Change that is characteristic 
of the world of matter, partial change which is characteristic of 
souls (of one type at least such as the bond), and nonchange in 
either sense of the eternals and the Supreme Being who is the Lord 
of Change and Unchange, all these require a demonstrable unity 
which is at once integral and flexible. Ramanuja approaches 
the conception of the Absolute through this triplicity of entities. 


The unifying principle must be a _ concrete spiritual 
Being and not merely consciousness or a generic Universal 
or concept or idea. It must be a person who persists in 
subordinating all the multiplicity to his will and pleasure and 
ordains its conduct. Whilst himself being permanent he should 
pervade all through his will and omniscience. In other words, 
the multiplicity is in one sense, and that in the fundamental sense, 
servile to the Unity, through which alone it lives and moves and 
grows and gains perfection. To say that this is an eternal pervasion 
and indwellingness means that this relationship is absolute. The 
unity is signified by the absolute Lordship of the Supreme Being. 
The multiplicity of real existences which are the several selves and 
things must be embraced within this single substance or Being or 
Person, wherefore He is called Purusottama. 


The argument for a single self alone is disposed of since multi- 
plicity can not but be Such a theory could only dispose of all multi- 
plicity. Nor can the conditioning theory through avidya or maya 
explain the multiplicity. The theory of degrees of reality abolishes 
all attempts at reconciling the reality of effort and attainment 
with the absolute identity or Oneness of Perfect Deity. 


Ramanuja affirms that the inequalities are inexplicable without 
real multiplicity, strongly recalling the views of Samkhya. Release 
would be purposeless if it is merely a refunding into Brahman’s 
homogeneous nature or into the casual substance. It is impossible 
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to conceive of freedom as uniformity or homogeneity, since it is 
particularly the function of uniqueness and difference, and in 
the highest sense is the attainment of freedom from all limitations 
of this uniqueness of being. Multiplicity accordingly requires for 
its fullest expression freedom, andtrue freedom is fully realized in 
the attainment of freedom from all limitations So does Kasakrtsna,? 
hold that the individuals can only be Brahman’s bodies since in 
spite of attaining equality Brahman abides in them. The immensity 
of Brahman and the immortal freedom of Brahman are essentially 
the differentia between it and the individual souls. Brahman 
is infinite, in nature as well as in consciousness-function; the indi- 
viduals on the'contrary are finite in their substantiality and limited 
in their consciousness functions only during their evolutionary or 
bondage periods. The selves retain their distinctions even after aban- 
doning their bodies, but they are all the same pervaded by Brahman. 
A merger cannot take place, since that involves the conclusion 
that limitation is unreal or transitory, which means that true 
multiplicity in unity cannot be sustained. Nor is it possible to 
hold that Pure Intelligence such as that of the Perfect Being could 
in any sense be obscured or hidden by Maya. Brahman abides 
in all souls; His identity in all is the soul of mulitiplicity and con- 
tinues to be so for ever, in darkness as well as in light. All the 
difference is what is made in respect of the individual souls 
themselves, whether they know Him (or it ) or not know. The 
Infinite resides in the finite and is their strength, but they 
do not compose it. The doctrine of Bhedaheda narrowly misses 
the conclusion of compositeness by its theory of contradictory 
aspects. The unity is non-disintegrative and non-disjunctive, 
is indivisible and its wholeness cannot bear even surrender to 
multiplicity of finites. The organic unity is made possible by 
the principle of controlling indwellingness or pervasive power 
of God involving a capacity to actually indwell each in certain 
ways such as have been asserted by the Antaryami theory of the 
Vedanta and Pajicaratra.? Brahman thus is the indwelling person 
‘ jn the several individuals composing or constituting the multi- 
plicity and forms with them an organic Unity, each of which apart 
from the Highest and the rest can only be an abstraction. 


—_ 


1. Sri Bhasya. I. iv. 22. 
2. Sri Bhasya I. ii, 11, 19-21. 
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Ramanuja pomts out that the principle on which we accept 
Identity is quite valid as it is true to say that the knowledge of 
the One leads to the knowledge of all, but the One here is not any 
piece of stone, or Tennyson’s ‘flower on the crannied wall’, or 
an individual soul, but the Divine Person, the Supreme Brahman 
who is the One who has no compeer, who is the source and spring 
and life of all, who is the controller, destiner and goal of all things. 
When we refer to even a finite soul or thing, the reference is not 
to any one thing of the several things composing the multiplicity 
but tothe One Person who is the significant self of all of them. 
The Tennysonian touch, in which Bosanquest revels, is available 
because it means that the Real is the whole and that the part only 
represents a unique permanent locus of the whole. The part 
reveals its own fragmentary character, that is to say, its dependence 


on the larger and vaster Intelligence is indicated to its consciousness 
all through. 


The Absolute Unity depends upon absolute knowledge of all, 
and is available to a mind which is in some measure capablé of 
infinite apprehension or direct intuition. That is to say the single- 
ness of Unity is perceived only when there is completest identi- 
fication with its multiplicity, by a process of infinite condensation of 
perceived data. This is the unity that overflows and lives through the 
multiplicity. The two are different even in kind, and that is the 
reason why the multiplicity is incapable of abolishing the unity not 
to speak of its living in and through it, and why the unity is incapable 
of being true without a recognition of its inevitable association 
with the multiplicity. The individual souls or subjects which 
are substantial existences are also adjectivelly related to the Supreme 
God, without their substantiality being impaired or reduced or 
sublated. Love or Sneha is the principle expressed as the relation 
of this Unity (visistaikya). | 


XI 


Summary 


Summarising we find that true unity cannot be a generic 
character or a pure being which is the highest essence or abstraction,! 
though it is said to be consciousness or awareness or the subject- 


1 cf. Appendix on Theism and Illusion. 
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aspect of the cognitive relation. The subjective consciousness is said 
to be not an individual consciousness but a vastly enhanced and 
extensive universal consciousness which is the static basis of all acti- 
vity, mutations and multiplicity. |The concept of such a base is 
no better, if not considerably worse, than the matter of scientists, 
which is the matrix of all stimulations of senses but which could 
never be known at all through the senses. 


The subject unifies his experiences, just as his sense-organs 
and the brain condense infinite number of small stimuli affecting 
the sense-organs into qualified objects. The subject is the synthe- 
sizer of all these sensations into the unity of the concept. This 
is also, if we may repeat the expression, condensation of sensations. 
He is also the performer of the actions stimulated by the sensations 
and concepts. The subject in cognition is alert and vigilant. All 
Philosophies which concede the epistemological situation as im- 
portant and seek to affirm the view that knowledge it is that liberates 
an individual from his ignorance, can, despite all other theories 
of release and metaphysical statements of the relationships which 
manifest themselves as genus-particular, substance-attribute, cause- 
effect, infinite-finite, and unmanifest-manifest, affirm the uniqueness 
of the subject-object relation or the cognitive relation. It is this 
too. that reveals itself as the psychological relationship of body. 
and soul, as also as the relation of knowledge with other objects 
and minds and the Supreme Self also. Thus in this context of the 
cognitive relation should the problems of Substance and Attribute, 
Infinite and Finite, Unity and Multiplicity be considered. Though 
materialistic phraseology is not always wrong, psychological or 
spiritual phraseology is the more apt and capable of granting a 
better and fuller explanation. 


CHAPTER VI 
BRAHMAN—THE HIGHEST UNITY. 


J 


From a study of the problem of unity we find that if ever 
a real and concrete unity is to be realized, it must be a Person who 
integrally sustains and manifests multiplicity of things and natures 
a real unity of concrete character or of concerte possibility. That 
this unity is affirmed by the metaphysicians of the type of Sankara 
and Bhaskara in a being devoid of all character is what we have 
seen from the foregoing. The most abstract truth must find 


exemplification in the most concrete occasion of existence. The 


truth of the abstract lies in its infinite capacity to be concrete. 
That is why the Supreme and most transcendent Brahman, the 
Infinite, has complete powers of manifesting Himself in the present 
conditions. Sankara does not allow any concrete nature to the 
transcendent and noumenal Being which is real but too real to 
exist under the conditions of Maya, though it has the supreme 
power of being the dlambana, ground of all the illusions. Bhaskara 
grants a Being which is concrete in so far es it is said to possess 
qualities, saguna, but not in the sense of Spinoza’s modal and attribu- 
tive qualifications or possessing concrete nature of extension and 
thought, but purely in the sense, that it has the power to involve 
itself in differentiations through self-limitation. But no sooner 
than he grants this power to proliferate, he declares that this is a 
limitation which is temporary, and which in fact must be got rid of 
by the seeker. By his theory of identity and difference he frustrates 
the spritual characteristic of significant infinity and makes it merely 
a generic infinity. Though Bhaskara thinks that his Being has 
essential intrinsic, svabhdvika, characteristics of power and per- 
fection, he makes it at the same time an idea “ beating its ineffectual 
wings in the void” or a grand ‘ Samsari’. 


The Highest Unity must be a substance or Person as such and 
not an ideal or merely formal unity. It must be conceived as an 


1, cf. Philosophy of Bhedabheda : P.N. Srinivasachari, B.A., 
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organic unity and not as a mere conglomeration or compound. 
The relations in the organic unity are an orered unity of relations 
and whilst the relations are not all of the same kind nor the relata 
of the same kind, the unity realized as between all these divers kinds 
is one of the most concrete manifestations of the ideal of Unity. 
Raméanuja holds that the notion of unity can never belong to any 
thing except to the Spirit or Person who is not merely the mate- 
rial cause but also the operative cause of the continuing unity 
‘of organic existence. It is that alone which organizes unity 
in purpose, in works, in cognition, in enjoyment and in freedom. 
A material being like prakrti can never organize, much _ less 
sustain the unity of its vital life. 


The unity of subject and object is also expressed in terms of 
soul and body. The unity of subject or spirit in all activities is 
a positive evidence of the continuity of the self, despite the fact 
that its several ideas and perceptions and cognitions have a fluxional 
nature. It is in mind or self that all experiences of objects and 
ideas find their solution or integration and solace. The subject 
absorbs the object in one sense and understands it, and the more 
the absorption of one in the other happens there is realization of the 
depths of the subject and object which now present a unity in 
experience. But this possibility is available not in mere sensation 
nor yet in mere comparison or inference, but only in the intuitional 
experience of reception of one another. Mutual reception is possible 
only when there is utter sympathy not mergence, prema not nirvana. 


But what this really means is, that the subject must not stand 
over against the objects as something to be subjugated and ordered 
but as something to be understood as it is in itself, and truly this 
is impossible if the object were to be treated as only a pheno- 
menal existence. The subject himself in introspection fails to 
discover himself ‘as he is in himself, thus all the troubles he takes 
turn out to be futile. | But when we find that this definition of 
Self or subject really and absolutely applies to the Supreme Being 

alone and that that alone is the Subject and Unity as it is in 
Himself. we will be enabled to affirm that in His case there 
does not happen the difficulty of conceiving this Unity of the 
Organism. 


1. Sri Bhasya, Mi. 2. 3. ff. 
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The self as ‘subject holds the multiplicity of its experienc 
in its unity. The organism contains the multiplicity of its organs. 
The subject expands its activities as more and more objects ar 
brought within its circle of experience; its organism as aansiirates 
grows and increases in its dimensions through its various activitie 
of absorption of alien bodies suited indeed to the needs of 5 
growth and survival. The self, as we find it, is a real agent o 
all activity. Consciousness is the function of this self, and in all 
attitudes it exists as its all-abiding function.1 Empirical evidenceg 
points to the existence of a number of selves and their existence 
seems to be necessitated logically also as proved by the theories 
of Samkhya and Nydya, and Ramanuja does not feel it necessary 
to refute the reality of these existences. On the contrary the 
individuality of each of these is guaranteed, as unique and intrinsic, 
and impossible of identification with other units or individuals. 
They are distinguished by their bodies which are different, belonging 
as they do to any class, genus or species, caste or state.2 ‘“‘ There 
is no confusion or mixing up of the individual spheres of enjoyment 
and experience.” 3 


Nor is this uniqueness capable of being dissolved into the Unity 
of the One Intelligence, since such efforts thwart the existence of 
Intelligence itself. Apparent or real, the doctrine of deluding 
limitation upadhi, is self-contradictory.4 


The individual selves are not all-prevading but pervade only 
their bodies. It is true that their sizes are not variable according 
to the sizes of the bodies they occupy, as in the Jaina doctrine, 
but they pervade through power, even as the rays of light pervade 
the room which they occupy even though their source is limited 
to one place. In the case of the individual souls the place they are 
limited to and from which they exercise their powers is said to 
be the heart. Thus the individual selves are finite in their pervasive 
rn - é 

1. Sri Bhasya Ii. iii. 29, 30, 33-34. 

2. Sri Bhdsya Ml. iii. 48. « Asantatescavyatikarah. ” 


3. Brahmaméatvadinaikarapatve Satyapi jivanam anyonyabhedad anu- 
tvena pratisariram bhinnatvacca bhoga-vyatikaro’pi na bhavati, 


4 Sri Bhasya (Il. iii. 49.) Akhandaikarasa-praka3amatra-svarlipasya 
svarlipa-tirodhana-pirvakopadhibhedopapadana-hetur-abhasa eva. PrakdSaikae 
SvalUpasya prakasa-tirodhanam prakaga-naga eva. : 
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action, since they cannot extend beyond their bodies for directon 
or action: their finitude is still further affirmed by their characteris- 
tic locus in the life of the Divine,) or if we may-use a modern 
word, the perspective. Since this perspective which is unique 
and impossible of destruction or alienation is only a point, the 
individual as spirit must be conceived as atomic, or rather, asa 
unit without parts, or a unity without parts (sic), not in the physical 
sense but purely in the sense of a spiritual significent unity of direc- 
tion and action and locus of the Divine All-Spirit. The number 
of these points are many, even uncountable by the individuals, 
but finite. Thus the individual souls are finite in quantity or 
number, and in pervasive capacity, (though they may, through 
the grace of the All-Spirit, enlarge thier knowledge-pervasion 
to the limits of Divine Knowledge), and finite in their initial limita- 
tion of action due to the need for doing creational duty. Ramdanuja 
of course points out that this last limitation does not include the 
freed and the eternally free souls, who have no creational duties 
like the gods Brahma, Rudra and others, whom he considers to 
be bound to do the duty of creation etc. karma vasyas. 


The second consideration to which the former leads is, if 
the individuals are such absolutely eternal entities and subjects 
of experience, being spiritual in nature possessing cognitive acti- 
vity, what must be the nature of reality which they perceive from 
their own unique points of view? Should it not be identical for all? 
This means that there must be one identical object for all individuals. 


In the Philosophy of Nature we usually see this. objective 
identity to rest in matter. This is the sensuous realm of our ex- 
perience which despite the differences registered in individual 
experiences, forms the one identity of universe in which we do 
our work and strive to realise ends and purposes. This indeed 
is eternal in the ‘sense that it is something into which we came in 
the particular form we have and have to accept it as having been 
' existent from primordial time. But we have also seen that this 
changing universe is altering every instant though constant in its 
continuous nature as the cause of our sensations and as the field 
of our activities. It is true also that our consciousness is not able 
to penetrate into its inner nature through the senses, and is tempted 


1. Svadharma. 
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to deny its reality, because it fipds that according to its own canons 
it is pointing to an ordering Person and governing intelligence not 
perceivable in it as such. This sense objectivity or externality is | 
common to all thinking minds. The denial of the external reality 
of sensuous objects has resulted in positing all the properties that | 
have been found in the object in the inner reality of the self. The 
positing has been facilitated by the phenomena of memory and 
creative constructive ability belonging to conscious persons as | 
such. Thus solipsism came into being as a reaction, intellectual 
at first undoubtedly against the sensuous erraticism of Nature. 
But no sooner than this inner objectivity of self posited imagina- i 
tive constructions of objects is accepted, despite the fact that without 
any prior cognitions through senses no imaginative constuctions — 


are possible, then the need for discovering the basis for the reality 
of the identical universe for all beings becomes imperative and 


urgent. This identity can then be established in two ways. Firstly, 
we can affirm that since the laws of thought are identical to all 
intelligences, the constructions made by indivduals independently 
will ipso facto be identical. Thus there will be constructed through 


out only one universe of reason though the consturctions may 
indeed be many. We will thus be presented with similar and 


almost identical schemes of universe constructed through the 
efforts of the most pure creative thought. The diversity of 
the universes then will only be numerical but not logical. The 
differences registered in these universes must then be referred 
to the practical purity of the constructing intelligences and not to 
the Intelligence itself. The second view is, that all these intelligences 
are One only and the real objectivity of the Universe lies in this 
Oneness of intelligence rather than in he supposed ‘anstossed’ 
oneness of the material universes of sense. In either case the One- 
ness of Intelligence is the truth of the objectivity and not the multi- 
tudinous individual selves nor yet the sense-world of diverse objects. 
The second view achieves both the aboliton of the sense-world 
and the manyness of the individuals at one stroke and thus is a 
more radical doctrine than the former. But looked at carefully 
the first view also is capable of being logically reduced to the second 
by the application of the principle of indistinguishability.! 

But this purely rationalized account of the objectivity cannot 
explain the actual dual objectivity experienced by the individual 


1. Leibniz’s principle of Identity of Indiscernables. . 
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in regard to the life he leads. The objecitvity of the sense-world, 
in general nature, is the externality, or otherness, restrictive of the 
individual’s movement and life, conditioning him to time, space, 
life and death perils. 


The objectivity that the solipsist seeks to instal is the inner 
creative constructive logical universal spirit which is transcendent 
to his own finite limited logical, private, reitarative, reproductive, 
activity. This Objectivity is the principle of Spirit which 
we have to discover inour inner Being as the Lord and self of 
our own selves, the Infinite which sustains the finite natures, the 
Ruler Immortal ruling and leading the feeble and dependent exis- 
tences to His own Mansions of Light and Life and Glory imperi- 
shable. This too is the truth of existence, this too the goal to which 
allcreation moves. But the objectivity of this Spirit is indeed 
different in kind from the objectivity of the Nature that we app- 
rehend through our senses. Both are true. Whilst the metarial 
world which is objective is a principle of externality, the inner 
transcendent Spirit is objective but is a principle which 
includes the souls in itself and thus is not an other in the sense 
of the former. 


The real objectivity which every individual grants to sense- 
perception is to be taken as fundamental to the question of existence 
of objects without our minds or individual beings, and in that sense 
common to all minds. The characteristics of colour and sound, 
touch and taste, and smell are refunded to Matter (the primordial 
principle) by Samkhya, though in a real sense they are responses 
made by the sensible (satvic) cognitive quality of the sense organs 
to the vital or motional and gross and obstructive qualities of the 
elements of light, air ether, water and earth. The conscious embo- 
died being perceives everything through his consciousness in five 
ways and his expérience is characterised by the objectivity revealed 
by the sensations. Even in the highest Yogic consciousness which 
‘is held to be due to over-wrought imagination the object appears 
in one of these five ways and cannot altogether annihilate the object: 
To say that these colours and other sensations are impediments 
to complete knowing or pure knowing is to declare firstly, that 
matter as such is unknowable, and secondly that matter is an ob- 
struction to knowing in its capacity as the body of the psychological 
subject. To bring in the representationalist theory of knowledge 
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is to drift into die view that knowledge is knowledge of mental 
states, that is of our responses ‘alone, and therefore it is an affirmar 
tion of the impossibility of knowledge of any outer thing, and that - 
finally leads to the denial of all existence. To claim that intelli- 
gence is capable of manifesting creative-activity which has got — 
sensorial character as in hallucinations and the rest, is to give 
the case away, because nothing is created by the individual ex- ) 


cept what he has once observed or experienced. Surrealism is 
not realism. The individual gives unity to these impressions in— 


so far as his own reactions are concerned for it is the business 
of an efficient conciousness to apprehend the real in its own 


uniqueness and unity, which is diversified and received 
in a fivefold manner by the senses. As _ such © the 


function of the mind in perception apparently is to 
integrate the disintegrated sensations. This is helpful in 
one sense to the activity of the individual as he can contemplate 
the difference in the object by individuated reception, but the whole 
object cannot but be apprehended as the unity that it essentially is. 
This perception of its unity through the integration of its own 
sensations in the order of esistence is the activity whcih leaves ; 
abundant scope for illusory superimpositions. Thus whilst the 
senses might not be normally wrong, and the perception thus i 
essentially true, the kalpana, the interpretation of the individual 
features received through senses makes error. All creativity of 
the individual is only a recreation of the object in new symbolic — 
forms. Thus also is made possible the infinite capacity for the forms _ 
of nature to stand in symbolic relations with profoundest psycholo- 
gical truths or truths of spirit. , 


Matter or the matrix of objective sense data is to be admitted. 
This matter is not identical with the scientist’s matter -which 
is said to be the substrate of all things but which can never enter 
into experience. Of course modern theories of matter which consi- 
der that the ultimate Material substance is not the atom, are nebulous. 
But the conversion of the impenetrable substance into mere waves 
of radiant character by modern Physics is not a. success for the 
idealist with his hopes hitched on the. materiality of Spirit or 
immateriality of matter. Sarmkhyan Prakrti is the principle of 
objective experience of matter and it is the completest account of 
the psychophysics of objectivity.. The self is that which perceives it 
directly withut the help of senses. Organs which indeed come 
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into existence only after it has been known. In some sense the 
direct perception of the object is fundamental to the process of 
evolution of matter itself. It appears correctly as the basis of 
activity; for Prakrti means the beginning of activity. The 
Mahat, or objective intellect is itself the first fruit of the practical 
tendency. The egoistic self-affirmation of independent existense 
(as distinct from its status as dependent on the Supreme Spirit 
which is its svaripa, intrinsic nature or quality), is also the second 
fruit. The cognition of objects for the purose of instinctive 
grasping and possession, implicit in the egoistic self-assertion, 
ahamkara, which seeks to sway and rule and grow mighty—God 
Almighty one might even say!—and the chitta or manas memory 
functions as the nuclius of this integration of knowledge in the 
interest of practical grasping, kdmyakarma, are the third stage 
of evolution. The senses also diversify themselves in the interests 
of selection of objects in this same manner. The functions of 
knowledge or cognition are secondary in this evolution and growth 
and manifestation. That is why it is affirmed that it is impossible 
to utilize these instruments of action, though at least some of 
these euphemistically are called jfdnendriyas, organs of cognition. 


II 


Brahman, the Sariri 


We do not find consciousness anywhere else than in a body 
though this consciousness be the most limited as in the case of the 
human or fully expanded as in the avatdras, the descents of the 
Lord as witnessed to in all religious literature, be it Hindu or 
Buddhist or the Christian. It is in a body, at least as the locus 
or occasion, that the consciousness ever manifests or is active 
either in recipience or creation. The self is aware of his own body 
directly, introspectively, as dependent on him for its existence, 


1. According to Visistadvaita it is not ignorance that is our difficulty but 
‘the Ignorance that we are independent that is the source of all our miseries. 
Svatantratma-bhrama is the foundation of all other kinds of illusion. Once 
this is reversed, the instruments of action or even pseudoaction and cognition 
undergo a transformation and become implements of knowledge and not of 
selfish action. It is this reversal of the first causal ignorance that is absolutely 
necessary and is the greatest sacrifice, cf. Appendix on Dehatma-bhrama. 
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action, enjoyment as a body amongst other objects. Thus an 
objective and a subjective relationship are available in respect of 
one’s own body. The individual is capable of creating 
certain things, of having certain transactions with the 
physical world according to the ability of his body.’ But we find 
that it is very little and so trifling, that it can never explain how 
we can ever consider the entire reality or physical world which is 
a space-time configuration (continuum) to have a subject who can 
hold it as its object. Nothing in this world has value apart from 
being an object of some mind (subject). In fact, we are considering | 
a question of metaphysical value when we put the question in the’ 
same manner as Berkeley did, that it is inconceivable how anything 
could exist unperceived? But with a difference that anything 
that can be known must be capable of being an object to a 
mind, subjectively or objectively or subjectively-objectively, as 
sarira-sariri. Since the total world of physical reality can never 


be apprehended fully but only partially by the several selves which 
are finite, it raises the question of a Mind or Self which can be 


the Absolute Subject of the totality of the objects. We have already 
said that to the real Infinite, the manifold universe or multiplicity 
is a finite number capable of being apprehended by Him. The 
antinomy between finite and Infinite is possible only as between 
the terms conceived as quantitative, and not when the Infinite 
bears other qualities which are definitely distinguishing it from the 
finite. 


Further the necessity for the existence of the Infinite Spirit: 
is necessitated by the fact of the independence of ideas and objects 
cannot be created by the individual souls at all. It is one of the 
convictions of Sri Ramanuja that consciousness of the finites in 
their stage of ignorant beings or bound souls, cannot create anything, 
as their power of true creation is almost nil. Thus dreams too 
are not the creations of the individual souls. They are the fruits 
of the karma of the individuals dispensed by the Lord, who is 
the Lord of all Karma, karmadhyaksa. Thus the subjectivity 
of the ideas even cannot be claimed by them, whilst they them- 
selves will be capable of asserting that all ideas and things are 
objective but only in relative degress. Thus whilst the subjective 
idealist, conscious of his or oblivious of his limitations asserts 


1. ef. chapter V, See, 3. 
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that all things are relatively subjective, the realist will assert that 
in view of the independence of the objects and the consciousness 
of the limitation on the part of the souls, there is only objectivity. 
Mental states are as much objective as the objects of the outer 
universe are, since they appear to be independent of the individual’s 
wishes. This is a truth which Samkhya philosophy and Yoga 
have most clearly shown. To seek the aid of the Supreme Spirit 
to resolve the pathetic dilemma of the solipsist is not a new one. 
It has been always the refuge of great epistemologists. Berkeley 
affirmed the existence of the Supreme Mind or Spirit or God as 
the necessary being who alone can vouch safe the objective indepen- 
dence of objects which he with ruthless analysis had deprived them 
of. The consolation was that they existed in the Mind, and that 
did keep up the pretence of logicality even when logic was over- 
thrown. Creativity of all things is possible only to the Divine. 
But does creativity entail the existence of these creations in and 
through the Mind, or can it also mean the dependent existence of 
all things, apparently held to be independent, on the Supreme Self? 


Ramanuja at first view, like every theist, may be said to hold 
views some what like Berkeley, whithout his solipsism, but on closer 
inspection we find that he is not prepared to make Prakrti, the 
matrix of the physical world, a creation of Gof, though he is anxious 
to make it not independent of God but absolutely dependent 
on God. It is that which he has established as real and 
remains real from years sempiternal. The creationistic view 
is many times an interesting view in so far as it seems to assure us 
with a monistic view. Then everything becomes the stuff of God’s 
will, perhaps an emanation of the self-same Being, but it can never 
explain how Matter, the substance of Nature, the inert substance 
can ever come into existence out of Spirit. It is on thing to say 
that unintelligence comes out of Intelligence, quite another to say 
that Intelligence controls and sustains and enjoys the unintelligent. 
If this latter relationship is realized in a permanent manner, than the 
changes in Matter can occur easily under the control of the intelligent 
Self. Then creation will mean nothing more than bringing about 
willed changes, forms of beauty and delight, in the material founda- 
tion of Prakrti which is utterly dependent on the Supreme Brahman. 
Thus creation cannot mean the creation out of nothing or creation 
from His.own Being, but the purposive bringing about of changes 
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in Matter which is His body. The purpose is not something like 
the desire to gain or achieve anything that He lacks, but to enjoy 
delight of manifestation of Grace towards the souls which too 


are His body. It is for the pure enjoyment of self-delight that. 


the Supreme Lord wills the changes and manifestations. Thus 
Matter is not created, nor are the souls created! but the processes 
of creation as well as destruction? are willed by the Divine Lord. 
The Lord then is the indwelling Self of all phenomena in so far as 
He it is who wills all the changes of creatioh or birth and death as 
also persistence. Without dependence on Him nothing can exist, 
can ‘@ver Ge. 


Thus Sri Ramanuja perceives that the true interrelation between 
uncreated things, namely the finites which are distinct in kind from 
the Divine, though they posses some likenesses like intelligence 
etc., and the uncreated Matter which is distinct and capable of 
changes in form as well as in nature, the unmanifest avyakta, 
is fundamentally one of functional dependence on the Supreme 
Spirit. 


What is this dependence? It is not primarily a causal depen- 
dence but one of organic type. It is not like the ground and con- 
sequent relationship, nor is it capable of being likened to the subs- 


EE 


tance and quality even in the sense of rosecolour bering an insepara- 


ble relation to the flower-rose. It is not a samayvdya relationship. 
This is of the organic type. The terms are apparently of the most 
distinctive kinds. Yet they are united, in some peculiar relation 
of dependence on the Supreme Mind or Personality. It is a perso- 
nality because it not only supports, it controls and enjoys them 
for its own supreme purposes.? This is what we know to be the 
characteristic relation of a body to the soul. But the relationship 
between the souls and their bodies is not so simple as all that, 
since our souls are not absolutely masters of their own bodies, 
and secondly, the death of the body should mean the death of 


the soul also if inseparability be affirmed between the body and” 
the soul. This difficulty is serious. But as can be seen it is not © 


1. Sri Bhdsya : I. ii, 39 Utpattyasambhavat. 
2. Sri Bhdsya : \.i. 2 Janmadyasya yatah. 


3. Sri Bhasya: Yasya cetanasya yad dravyam sarvatmana svarthe niyantum 
dharayitum ca Sakyam, yacchesataikasvaripam ca tat tasya Sariram. 


BRAHMAN-—THE HIGHEST’ UNITY 129 


necessary and it is not conceded by Ramanuja that the bodies 
we have are ours absolutely. It is yet on the analogy of the body 
to the soul, that the organic relationship of dependence is being 
sought to be affirmed. God alone is the absolute Self of all, who 
supports all forms of Matter, its unmanifest nature and its mutable 
existences, for He it is who destines their changes and transforma- 
tions and as such is. their master. The individual souls tenant 
bodies and are limited by them and on these bodies ceasing, the 
souls have to wander in search of others determined by their previous 
karmas. Dependent existences cannot determine their own future 
or their existence. The finite souls though possessed of knowledge- 
activity are not capable of fullest power so long as they are bound 
to their own karma and ignorance. The purest body that one 
can get will be that which comes after strenuous askesis of jfiana, 
karma and bhakti. That even is given up for the super-material, 
suddha-sattva body which results on liberation and physical death 
(videha-mukti).1. It is just possible then for the individual souls 
to be lords of their bodies, but then they themselves would have 
realized that they are bodies of the Lord, in the significant sense 
of dependence, entire and complete, that there is. no occasion 
to claim their super-material body even as theirs. 


».. From these it follows that since the relationship between the 
body and the self is not of the samavdya-type of the Naiydyikas, 
but is a unique relationship of dependence that does not annul 
the dependent but sustains it, Ramanuja’s aprathaksiddha Sarira- 
sariri relation is of great importance as at once retaining the Unity 
of the three as well as affirming the distinctive features of each 
one of them. It is in the human organism that we for. the first 
time come across the consciousness of the.ownership of the body, 
and the enjoyability of the universe and also the independence- 
notion of the individual. It is in this same manner that we are 
. 1. The-evolution of the soul to its fullest sémya with the Brahman can be 
likened to the progress of the caterpillar through its chrysales (pupa) state to 
its Butterfly career. The jiva is bound in the first state for it is a unidimensi- 
onal material creature, and in the second stage it arrives at the state of yoga 
or Samadhi. After bursting out of this self-constructed selfdenying Shell. the 
jiva arrives at the state of freedom. Thus Videhamukti has an analogy in biology, 
‘This, it may be remarked, is more true biologically than the Bhramara-Kita- 
Nyaya. 
9 


| 
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forced to realize that this body is not ours, that we are not our 
own, that both the body as ‘well as ourselves are dependent on 
the Supreme Lord, who enjoys and supports and orders it and us. 
That this interpretation of the relationship between the individuals 
and matter and God is of greatest importance to philosophic 
understanding need not be gainsaid. The unity herein brought 
into existence between the Divine and the human is of the essence 
of religious consciousness, and the mastery over Nature by God 
shows that this unity is also of the same order of dependence. 


lil 
Brahman, a Person. 


The subject of knowledge is a personality. More so when 
the subject is the Supreme Infinite Being, and not less so as some 
contend. Further as we have shown this Supreme Infinite Being 
has the world and the souls as His bodies or rather body, and thus 
in one sense contains them within Himself and in another sense 
is their support indwelling them through His pervasive power 
and lordship.1 They cannot support the Lord, on the contrary 
they are supported by the Lord. The individuals selves are in 
one sense objects of the Supreme Subject, who is the perceiver 
of all things in the world through His supreme sustaining vision. 
We have no reason to think that these selves (which are objects 
‘dependent on the Supreme Lord) would become’ unconscious 
entities like the physical objects, an objection that the mdyavada 
brings forward by its proposition that to be an object is to be a 
material unconscious entity. But Ramanuja says ‘““We do not 
apprehend other selves as unconscious ” nor is “ the proposition 
that consciousness does not admit of being an object tenable.””? 
Na canyavisayatve’nanubhititvam. Further, according to Common 
Sense, when we are speaking to one another, we have what is 
called inter-subjective intercourse, we do not treat others as mere 
objects subserving certain ends which do not belong to them or 
lie within them. All intercourse is possible only on one conside- 


—————— 
. 1. 3a, Up. 1. Edited by K. C. Varadachari & D. T. Tatacharya S.V.O.I 
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ration, that the person to whom we are speaking is one who is 
as much an intelligent subject apprehending the meaning of what 
we are speaking. We do not start with animism and later relinquish 
it, as some thinkers seek to do. On the contrary, there is un- 
doubtedly an effort anda natural one at that, to distinguish between 
the sensible and conscient and the non-conscient and to deal with 
them in two different ways, errors notwithstanding. We cannot 
allow the contention that consciousness by itself becomes un- 
intelligent like the physical objects by becoming an object of another 
mind or when ensnared by another mind. What is possible is 
that in knowing, the other individual appears to be more a body, 
a thing in the physical order, just like any other physical object, 
but then we also apprehend him as a self who has a body of his 
own on account of the perception of movements and other activities 
which places us in the presence of an embodied being. The per- 
ception or knowledge of other minds proceeds on a two-fold basis, 
firstly because of the objective resemblances to our activities and 
appearances, and secondly due to the subjective direct apprehension 
of the souls or selves or minds other than our own. 


It leads to a certain kind of absurdity when we claim that 
Brahman or the Highest Being can be the goal or object of our 
knowledge, for such an object would by the very fact of its being 
an object turn out to be an unconscious entity. This absurdity 
the subjectivist cannot overcome by suggesting that the object is 
in fact the Subject, and that there can only be subjective subjects 
rather than objects in regard to the Spirit. For is it not the Self 
of all, of me, and am I not of It, according to the famous formula 


of So’ham asmi? The doctrine which seeks to transfer the object 
to the subjective status through the principle of experience of 


Identity is not altogether as wrong if it did not tag on to this 
theroy of conversion into subjectivity, the faulty doctrine of 
objective unconsciousness. No doubt in a cognitive situation 
or relation, the intelligent subject is the principal Being (relatively 
- speaking) having functional importance as against the object he 
cognizes. The subject can view it in all ways and thus his in- 
dependence is not lost,1 but the object appears to have almost 
fallen into the hands of the mind for it to be turned round in any 


1. Even this statement has to be modified for the subject almost loses 
itself in this Object for He is attractive, am in the case of Maya. 
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way he likes, provided of course the object does not hit back nastily, 
teaching the subject that he is a‘limited consciousness and a power- 
less finite existence. But admitting even that the other self or 
embodied being is being perceived, it cannot be affirmed without 
being gravely challenged that the other self which is the object 
is not also functioning or that it is functionally not cognizing the 


subject or some other object. In ordinary behaviour this is so 
real that the animated conversations:and discussions and move- 


ments we make are not to be treated as mere unconscious move- 
ments, movements lacking coherence and intelligence and con- 
sciousness. It is a complete travesty of facts to say that tobe an 


object is to be (or become!) unintelligent. That there may 
some objects which are unintelligent, does not prove that all objects 


are such. The major fault of Mayavada and Advaita has been 
due to such facile. universal propositions derived from a few _frag- 


mentary experiences. To build on such frail foundations a grand 
superstructure needs a profound optimism in oneself, and that 


optimism manifests itself in the great but misunderstood doctrine 
of So’hamasmi. What is not possible to the soul when it is indeed 


God? Everything is possible and this creative fancy which converts 
the object of consciousness into an unconsciousness is one such. 
It would have been more right to claim that all objects become 
conscious by falling into the mouth of the omnivorous conscious- 


ness as indeed Berkeley and Bosanquet and others have sought 
to do. Indeed finally it is into this theory that Advaita lands 
itself, by its omniscient universal declaration that All is Spirit, 


is Consciousness and nothing else, but this is in the transcendental 
sense. This is something that we may not admit at the peril of 
unintelligibility. Even the illusion cannot save itself, and thus 
we are left alone when all intelligibility, the one criterion of logical 


and philosophical thought, is thwarted and denied its rightful 
place in the scheme of metaphysics, not to speak of epistemology. 


Epistemology cannot have a place in that kind of idealistic thought 
that finally culminates in the affirmation of the mere subject, albeit 
a universal self. A dualistic epistemology can perhaps go with 
monistic metaphysics but there cannot be a monistic epistemology. 


IV ere 
Brahman, the Supreme Freedom. ntl 


We thus find that our analysis of the nature of the Supreme 
Subject yields us an intelligent Personality, and Infinite Being, 
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who: is capable -of sustaining and controlling and enjoying all 
things which are in one sense objects of His eternal vision, 
inseparably belonging to Him, and who in another sense is also 
their One Supreme Object, whom they, because of their finiteness, 
cannot perceive through their senses and their mind even, but 
who can be seen only by the special divine vision that is the gift 
of the Divine Lord Himself alone. 


. We have seen that to exalt the human consciousness or con- 
sciousness to the status or stature of a substance or to make it a 
permanent function that cannot but be always active is to make 
the facts. of cognitive relation absolute, as if other facts of the 
conative or the affective life are not available. If the Divine Lord 
can be presumed to create or to withdraw from all creation, to 
enjoy or not to enjoy, if freedom indeed is the foundational fact 
about the Divine Existence or Being, then the power to know 
or not to know, to experience or not to experience are equally 
fundamental facts of this freedom. Thus the theory that conscious- 
ness is the Lord Himself, that at no time it was not in function, 
goes against the fundamental principle of freedom, and one, is 
reduced to the position that consciousness is a function, inseparable 
and. inalienable indeed, of a person, who can cognize or not do 
so.,, Thus the characteristic nature of the Divine Lord or Subject 
is Will the Supreme Will which is freedom, infinite in its power 
and range and kind, which nothing can lessen or shroud. Ignorance 
is itself non-existent in that nature, though this ignorance is capable 
of being engendered by the very infinity of the power of the Divine 
Infinite in an organic manner. Thus M@ya is the power of the 
Lord, wonderful, supreme, infinite, deluding those who do not 
find their dependence nature, but liberating those who do. 


The nature of the selves as intelligent, but not always conscious, 
feads to certain significant affirmations. The individual selves 
‘always seek an universal content, even in the particular ambit 
of their being. But this universal knowledge is possible, according 
“to Ramanuja, only when the individuals become pure, which 
they do on attaining liberation from their karmic bodies. For 
it is their karma that limits, restricts, dwarfs, depraves, deludes 
and diminishes their knowledge. It is the root-cause of the 
ignorance. There is a finiteness in the souls, a fundamental 
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finiteness, which is a truth of their being. Also there is a sense 
of finiteness, a sense of being‘bound which gnaws into the vitals 
of one’s consciousness, making it imperative to struggle against — 
it; a sense of imprisonment which contrasts itself with the existence 
of liberated souls. Egoism is the result. And once this egoism 
is present, there is an easy transition to the feeling of infiniteness 
and independence, which are indeed far from the truth of the 
finite soul, much as certain types of mysticism affirm the same. 
It is one thing then to be finite, and quite another to feel bound. 
That they may coexist and in fact do coexist, is not proof enough 
for their being identical or necessary to one another. Religious 
consciousness affirms the necessity for the feeling of dependence 
on the Supreme Lord and the recognition of the finiteness of the 
individual even whilst it affirms the need to liberate oneself through 
the knowledge of God. Thus it is one thing to be finite, quite 
different to be liberated. These two co-exist in the liberated 
souls. The souls may be even divinised by the conscious (or 
Super-conscious?) grace of the Lord; they may assume the form 
and body of the supermaterial nature, but they can never be more 
liberated than they are, that is they are related in the dependent- 
relation of body to the Divine. Liberation means the sense of 
fulness that comes to the individual in his perfected state of being. 
He becomes conscious of the Infinite within him, around him, 
everywhere and for all time. 


These liberated beings may have enjoyment in the fullest 
measure, an enjoyment which is of the nature of truest nature 
and being of the Divine, the fountain and ocean of Delight, into 
whom they merge and engage in varied types of relationships 
of which the human is aware, and even change their very natures 
too, but of that power of controlling and husbanding the Universe 
they verily have none.1 That is the distinctive mark of the Lord, 
and all the rest are dependent on subordinate to, that Lord. If 
the power of entering into significant relation with even his own 


body is denied to the individual, how much more when the whole 
Nature is concerned and all other selves are concerned? Thus 


even from the stand-point of epistemology the individual finite 
being can never realize the extension of its power to infinity. 


1. Sf Bhasya IV. iv. 17 ff. Jagadvyaparavarjam prakaranad asannihita- 
tvacca. : 
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Ramanuja however grants this infinity of knowledge to the individual 
souls; but certainly not the power of creation. The individual 
can enjoy without let or hindrance all the worlds of the Divine 
Manifestation as easily and fully as God Himself, both the un- 
changing and eternal nitya-vibhati* and the world of lila, (all worlds 
of ‘the Divine jagatyam jagat of the Isavasyopanisad, which the 
Lord manifests and controls and dwells in). The individual 
gains the fullest plenitude of auspicious existence. Freed from 
all karma he enjoys all the excellent characteristics of the Divine 
Lord Himself, except one, that is the power of creation of the 
worlds, of being the sarvadhara, sarva-niyantr, sarvesa, sarvasesin.* 


It is true that that the height of Philosophy is fully and com- 
pletely reached when the individual can have the fullest and com- 
pletest vision of reality as his goal or ideal. This ideal is granted 
to the individual from the philosophical standpoint of knowledge 
but not on the plane of action. It may well be contended whether 
one can stop with this, short of completest identity with God? 
But then this is something that unfortunately is incapable of being 
realized. Our inmost religious consciousness and the experiences 
of mystics have borne witness to this lack on the part of the 
individual. In all things he becomes equal to the Divine, except 
for the lordship over creation and other cosmic processes. Thus 
whilst the height of metaphysical knowledge may be attained 
by the individual soul, it does not follow that it can have also 
the fullest power of pervasion and governance and enjoyment 
of all things. The doctrine of identity may be achieved and sub- 
stantiated in the realm of knowledge, because of the doctrine 
of identity of indiscernables, but this certainly does not grant 


1. ‘ibid. IV. iv. 18.-akarmapratihata jaano mukto vikaralokan brahma- 
vibhiiti-bhiten anubhiya yatha kamam trpyali; Sakala kalyanagunam anu- 
bhavati muktah (IV. iv. 19). 


2. ibid. IV. iv. 20. ...apahatapapmatvadis satya-sankalpatva paryanto 
gunaganah pratyagatmanah svabhavika evavirbhitah: Tatha’pi tasya tatha- 
‘yidhatvameva paramapurusayattam. Tasya nityasthitisca tadayatta Parama- 
purusasyaitannityatayah nityestatvannityataya vartata iti mm ka8cid virodhah. 
Evameva paramapurusabhogopakaranasya lilopakaranasya ca nityatatya sastra- 
vagatasya paramapurusasya nityestatvadeva tatha'vasthanamastiti Sastradava- 
gamyate. Ato muktasya satyasankalpatvam paramapurusasamyam ca jagadvya- 
paravarjam. 
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that the individual can ever become the Infinite Subject. What 
happens is that according to»-Ra4manuja, the dharmabhiita jfiana, 
the functional consciousness, which had been in a contracted 
state during the soul’s bondage, on liberation expands to its fullest 
ideal condition of universal expansion. That this expansion of 
its size so to speak, which makes it also move in all the worlds 
of God’s creation with equal wisdom and enjoyment, unfettered 
by any limitation whatsoever, is what is possible to the liberated 
soul. Nothing more. In which case there may accure liberty 
without power of the infinite kind, and enjoyment of all without 
obstruction and attachment, for it is attachment, which is consequent 
on the fear of going without it, that is the seed of all ignorance 
and egoistic grasping. Into this sense of fear of losing enjoyment 
the individual never falls once he has attained that fullest con- 
sciousness. There is no danger of a fall into the bond condition 
once the soul is liberated. This is the promise of Upanigsadic 
thought and the Gita. 


V 
Brahman as Siddhopaya. - 


We find that the totality of phenomena is capable of being the 
object of the Supreme Subject, but only partially of the individual 
selves which are in very limited degrees subjects. Though these 
individuals may achieve in their liberated condition, muktdvastha, 
a range of perception which includes the whole range of phenomena 
without exception, yet they are incapable of being Supreme Subjects, 
because there is a difference in kind between that and this in other 
respects.? 


The very nature of the world as an order, a rational and spatio- 
temporal and causal order, requires an explanation in terms of 
a Spirit or Self, and no cause except the Highest Intelligence can 


ee a 
1. Ch, Up. VIII 15; Bh. G. VIII. 15-16, 


. 


2. This indeed is an important point) We may ask two questions: . 


(1) Is the infinity of the dharma-bhita-jfiana of the freed soul: of the same 
intensity and kind as the dharma bhita-jfiana of the Lord? For Ramanuja 
there is no difference. We can legitimately say that there is samya. sa cdnant- 
yaya kalpate. (2) 1s not the effort to tag on to the finite being an infinite range 
in consciousness one more attempt at reducing the difference between the 
Divine Lord and the finite soul? That is meaning of parama samya.. 
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make the world truly objective to the individual souls. It is 
impossible to assert on the plane of pure reason whether or not 
the world is an effect. The cosmological, teleogical and the onto- 
logical! proofs given to substantiate the existence of God are all 
incapable of showing the creator to be like anything we conceive 
of. That is to say, these proofs prove nothing. The finite can 
not create the infinite, nor can the infinite be known through the 
apparatus of our perceptions and inferences. Kant may be right 
in affirming that the casual law itself cannot be applied transcen- 
dentally since it leads to antinomies. The moral law and the 
religious intuitions alone can grant sanction to this existence of 
this Ideal Subject of all Experience, the creator, the true infinite. 


We arrive at the conclusion that the relation between several 
selves may be regarded as eternal as well as external, because 
the subject-object relation between them though not impossible 
is not fundamentally organic. Whereas the relation between the 
world and the Supreme Subject is an absolute relation of dependence 
of the former on the latter, the relation between the Supreme 
Subject and the finite selves is a relation of exquisite internality,’ 
which is also of the nature of dependence on the part of the latter, 
but made possible by the intrinsic nature of knowledge which 
is the quality common to both the Supreme Brahman and the 
individual souls. 


The view that it is this inner presence of the Brahman with in 
the individual that has made it possible for him to be even a subject 
is admittedly a facile explanation;? but as already shown, there 


1. cf. Udayana’s arguments for the existence of God, are shown to be 
weak by Sri Ramanuja and others under the Sastrayonitvadadhikarana. 
ES ST. # 


- 2. antar-bahiica tatsarvam vydpya Narayanas sthitah. 


3. cf. The idealistic view of Hegel and Bosanquet and others who hold 
. that the reality of anything is in and through Reality. The view has much in 
its favour and in some senses is accepted by Ramanuja, because everything has 
its self in that Brahman, and when we speak of ulimate things, it is to this Self 
of all, which is the support of all, that we refer and not to the finite being. But 
Ramanuja rejects their theories which reduce the real finites, souls and things 
to mere adjectives or a “collection of adjectives »” finding their ground in 
Reality. The souls are substances dependent, even as modes are, on the infinite 
Brahman. ~° 
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can be no abandonment of the reality of the individual selves 
by this speculative assertion that the Infinite itself is the conscious 
principle in each body, and that the individual souls are false 
because mere partial predicates of it. 


The Divine Lord therefore is a real unity, indeed the only 
Unity who holds within Himself all the multiplicity of the selves 
in an integral harmonious union making them more and more 
perfect in the light of wisdom, making them grow into the knowledge 
of the true and the real, making them realize their moral worth 
and religious status. He is not the substance in the sense of 
Spinoza. He is the unity because of His supreme power of control 
and power of enjoyment and power of knowledge. His Infinity- 
unity supports all and therefore substands all existence. The 
attributive theory of Spinoza also cannot avail here. The Supreme 
Brahman is not what appears to the individuals in or under the 
forms of the two attributes of thought and extension, whose 
respective modes are ideas and things. On the contrary, the 
Infinite Being as Being is beyond the range of our normal perception, 
but. He cannot be apprehended except through His Grace. 


The highest unity is thus realized in the Supreme Person, 
or Individuality, through which everything lives and moves and 
grows. The finite existences have undoubtedly a reality of their 
own, not as pure parts, amas in the materialistic and fragmentary 
sense, but in the sense of being related as bodies of the Supreme. 
This conception entails the view of direct relationship with the 
supreme Person. It means that the world consists of souls which 
are individually bodies of the Supreme, in the sense that they are 
sustained, supported, governed and led to the fullest experience 
of Himself, through Himself. This view is not to be confused 
with the view of Hegel that “ ultimate reality is not a mere system, 
made up of parts, but an all-including Individual, constituting its 
members ” and in which “ the Individual has an existence funda- 
mental, logically prior, to that of the parts or of the members. 
It is not separate from them, but it is distinguishable from them. 
It is fundamental to the parts, though they are real, are not absolutely 
essential to it; it expresses itself in the parts instead of being made 
up of them.’ There is so much in the system of Hegel when 


1. Persistent Problems af Philosophy : Mary Calkins p. 375. 
2. Ibid. p. 378. 
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realistically and pluralistically viewed that makes his thought fail 
into line with the religion-mystical philosophy of Monotheism, 
but then there is not that galvanization of that System by Spirit 
which could make it real. The system of Ramanuja because 
of its fundamental loyalty to the truth of religious and mystical 
consciousness affirms the Unique Personality of the Divine Lord, 
who is logically and metaphysically the true abode of all things 
whilst He Himself is neither composed nor made up of or constituted 
by the parts, or bodies or partial realities. The souls are not 
partial realities, they are wholly real. They are however not 
those which live independently. But if this be considered to be 
the mark of reality then we can say that the One Supreme existence 
of Brahman can safely be called the Real. But it is not so. The 
ordinary meaning that we grant to the word real cannot be denuded 
of its meaning. What can be done is that these reals can be shown 
to depend upon a higher real. Thus we are enabled to call the 
souls as satya, truth, and the Supreme Self as satyasya satya, truth 
of the true. Thus whilst dependence-relation may make a thing 
incomprehensible except through that on which it depends, and 
so on till we reach that which is Truth that is independent of others, 
the reality or existentiality of these selves cannot be impugned. 
Nor could a contradiction be raised between existence as actual 
and reality as ideal Truth, the truth that is independent of every- 
thing but on which ‘all other truths depend. Raméanuja’s protest 
against idealism is not against the claim that all things are dependent 
on One Infinite Spirit, whatever be the material of spiritual character 
of these dependents, but only against the view that reality claims 
degrees. Once this claim is admitted, then it logically follows 
that Spirit is the only really Real, whereas the lowest term, namely, 
matter which is absolutely dependent on it, and the souls also, 
become absolutely false or illusory or appearances, and between 
these two extremes we shall have to admit that there are any number 
of degrees of reality. 


Evolving from the crude unconscious life of the atoms, plants 
and the animals, the individual who has been embodied in matter 
(which acts as the body or structure into which the individual 
is placed according to his karma), grows into the human nature 
aware of his being the master to a certain extent of the body which 
is perceived by him to be his, in so far as it bears a peculiar personal 
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interest to him, and aware of the environment which he comes 
across and modifies according to his needs and aspirations through 
volitions which are dependent on the needs of the body and its 
continuance and perpetuation. From this level of conscious 
recognition of his own fundamental unity enriched by the complex 
structure of his experience, the individual looks far ahead to that 
grandest of all structures the final perfection which he recognizes 
to lie only in the personality which is real, embracing all the lesser 
personalities, whilst granting them value and individuality. This 
is the promise of the Divine Birth in mystic consciousness, when 
the individual feels himself as one with the Divine or at one with 
the entire cosmos as in pantheistic mysticism. Mystico-religious 
man finding himself to be inseparable from the Divine Life and 
Personality melts into it and losing himself in it, emerges from 
it transformed and sanctified and made holy, capable of viewing 
all things in supreme ecstacy of perception sub specie eternitatis, 
verily with divine eyes of immortal vision. Such is the trans 
formation of the individual into true personality. We might 
even say that there is an osmosis in the contact of the Divine with 
the individuals, and the equality is established by the Divine. 
Such an osmosis does not exclude the reality of the individuals 
by themselves who compose the organic whole of reality. The 
individual forms an integral significant amia, portion of the Divine. 
The truest definition of an ama is the definition which keeps the 
soul neither aloof nor isolated but keeps it inseparably» and 
inalienably integrated with the whole, without making it lose 
its individual character and function. The character of the part 
might undergo modification in so far as it becomes conscious 
of its dependence on the central Self of its existence, and almost 
wear even a diaphanous coat or body which makes one see it as 
if it is indistinguishable from the whole. It may even perceive 


wi 
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1, Osmosis is the phenomenon whereby water passes through a semj 
permeable membrane with a push. The membrane is permeable to the solvent 
(water) but not permeable to the dissolved substance. The pressure with which 
this push is achieved by the solvent is called the osmotic pressure. “The 
smotic pressure is the excess of the pressure on the solution side of a semiper- 
meable membrane over the pressure em the solvent side”; J.W. Mellor; Modern 
Inorganic Chemistry p. 207. It is the principle at work in living tissues also, 
cf, Loeb’s Mechanistic Conception of Life p. 99. TU agh i 
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its.own unity to be firm and thorough, so that it cannot see itself 
as existent apart from it. But the germs of its particularity and 
amsatva remain. 

+) ‘To modify”a relation or character is not the same thing as 
sublating of an unreality or as getting rid of its nature as individual. 
fndividuality has been the locus of the constellation of relations 
ind’as such the faults of these are referred to it. Just as in the 
case’ of an organism, the mind does not sublate the body, so also 
sensation is not sublated by thought. It is improved by it. Thought 
efniters into things and makes them rich with concreteness in meaning, 
whereas abstract thought is made rich with images and thus made 
concrete by sensation. Thus the unity of the two is the fullest 
realization. The individual souls are permeated by the Divine 
Lord thtough His will and are transformed and not sublated by 
Him. ‘They too live in the light of the personality integrally united 
inthe Consciousness of the Divine, devoted to Him. They are 
énriched’ by the perfect consciousness of the Highest, made now 
eentral in them through His grace. Whilst all the imperfections 
aré their’s all the richness is His. Thus we can almost affirm 


that the individual finity is so built in this manner that it acts as 
the semi-permeable membrane which permits the solvent, God’s 


grace, freely to move into the individual consciousness, whilst 
the imperfections and other frailties are incapable of passing over 
into the broad expanse of delight of the Divine Personality. But 


when the conscious unity is established, we find that the pressure 
and infiltration of the supreme consciousness are indeed great, 


so that it profoundly alters the entire personality of the individual, 
so that even his body undergoes a transformation so to speak 
and becomes completely divinised and diaphanous. So much so, 
the Divine peers through the individual. The individual becomes 
the Bhagavata, God-dwelt, God possessed, and utterly transformed 
being..  : 

_. The Highest Unity is maintained and sustained and enforced 
_ by the Divine Consciousness of God alone, who is the Supreme 
Personality.? 


4... c&. Pluralist Philosophies: Jean Wahl p. 45. “The God of Fechner 
allows individual consciousness to live beneath him or by his side. The widest 
circle contains all the rest and yet each circlejis as it were self-contained. The 
finite mind remains immanent in God though still an individuality and even 
when it appears as though absorbed by the supreme individuality, it still retains 
its personality. Does a visual sensation cease to be itself because it enters at 
the same time as other sensations into our greater consciousness ee 
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Raméanuja finds in the Highest Personality, Purusottama not 
only the Ideal but the Actual. ‘It is impossible to hold for a religious 
and mystical consciousness that the ideal that it has before it is 
something that is carved out by its own.consciousness out of the 
stuff .of its own reality, or by the askesis of the votary or tapas 
created out of the bosom of its reality. Such a view is entirely 
at variance with the profoundest beliefs and realizations of all 
seers. It is true that in some schools of thought the claim is made 
that the Ruler Immortal within can through mantra and tantra 
be projected outside into an image properly ‘and correctly made, 
so as to be the object of savikalpaka dhyana,” or sagunopasana. 


Though Ramanuja confesses that he cannot, and in fact no 
one could, prove the actual existence of the purusottama with 
proofs drawn from perceptual and analogical sources, yet it is 
to the common and uncontradicted conviction and belief and 
realization of the seers of all ages.and times that in the last resort 
we have to owe our allegiance. Alvars and Rsis have with one 
woice affirmed the greatness of the Supreme Purusottama, His 
reality and His actual presence in each and in all. The voice 
of such firmness and certitude cannot be dismissed lightly. The 
highest truth is the. transcendent Personality of the Divine, not 
the impersonal which is transcendent to the senses ; undoubtedly 
beyond our ken, He is yet the most gracious Lord who enters 
‘into relations with the humans who surrender themselves to His 
will and follow Him alone. 


VI 


Brahman the Purusottama. 


The conception of the Divine Purusottama we have arrived 
at ‘shows that in Ramanuja’s conception the Personality of the 
Lord has a two-fold nature, one of which is manifested in & personal 
effulgent, auspicious and utterly transcendent body of light and 
truth and power immeasurable, qualified with the six transcendent 
qualities of jfdna, aisvarya, Sakti, tejas, virya and bala. “He 
possesses infinite measure of Knowledge (jfiana) and ananda, 
and is bereft of all bad qualities: He is characterised by knowledge 
and power and unlimited auspicious qualities. He has a divine 
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auspicious form and has as his bodies the eternal and play worlds.’’? 
The Infinite Lord has infinite qualities but “amongst these the 
following six, knowledge, strength, lordship, courage, power and. 
splendour (tejas) are apprehended by all as useful to meditation. 
Sausilyad, Vatsalya, Saulabya, these too are inherent in the nature 
of the Jévara.’”? 


We find that the meaning of sarira undergoes a wide ampli- 
fication; the personal body of light and strength, blazing with 
effulgence, blinding and of terrific power all these indeed constitute 
His form. It is qualified all the same by the sweet presence which 
He has, easy of access, of love and beauty. The manifestations 
of his two-fold empires and the eternal world of freed, free and 
divine natures, and the world of the bond and struggling and the 
world of manifestation of His Grace, exist mainly for His delight, 
though the lilé-world is created for His pure play. This two- 
foldness is made possible because of the definition of body that 
he has given as the only perfect definition, namely that which 
a sentient soul is capable of supporting, controlling and enjoying 
for its own purposes absolutely is the body of that soul. Thus 
the unity of many bodies is possible only to a single Supreme 
Personality like the Puruzottama.t The aprakrta non-material, 
non-insentient, body is possessed by the Lord at the same time 
as He possesses the material, prakrtic body. 


Ramanuja fuses the reality of the physical continuum with 
the spiritual reality which is capable of holding it always in its 
consciousness, and is capable of sustaining it. The embodied 
self is a unity of concrete character or Nature, and the unity of 
matter and mind if available in an embodied self. The moot- 
problem for Modern. Psychology has been how the body and 
soul could exist together if they are such different substances as 
idealistic metaphysics tries to make them. Hither they are one 
and the same or owe their interaction to a common matrix, namely 
matter (as the behaviorists hold in the correct scientific manner) 
or elan vital (as vitalists like Bergson and his school hold), but 


Rahasya-traya-sara : Sri Vedanta DeSika ch. IV (Arthapaficakam), 
ibid ch. V. (Tattva-traya). 

Bhagavad Gita, X1. 46-47. 

Examples of Saubhari and others are sometimes given as instances. 


ea 
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none is prepared to accept the origination of these material things 
from one spirit. Idealism has to find a way out through the theory 
of vivarta or illusion to get at matter or appearential matter, the 
unconsciousness. Ramanuja finds that the derivative relation is 
not capable of making for any clear explanation. Between the 
Sylla of Mayavada and the Charybdis of Materialism, he under- 
took to solve it by the theory of psycho-physical organism. There 
is no physical event that has not been ordained by a spirit or 
controlled or enjoyed by one such, and thus there are corresponding 
causal situations in mental and spiritual consciousness. This 
dependent and yet non derivative relation is fundamental to reality 
from the highest to the lowest. Such is the manner by which 
the psycho-physical interaction is explained. The only proof 
for the assertion is its actual availability in experience. Mind 
controls matter, enjoys it; and even as the pregnant truth of » 
Samkhya lies in its affirmation that Prakrti exists for the enjoy- 
ment of the Purusa,! this is a metaphysical truth. Metaphysics 
does not sublate physics but makes physics possible. 


Matter ranges from the most obstructive to the least 
obstructive. The more gross matter is, the less likely is it for any 
intelligence to shine through it or to enjoy it. Or rather the more 
necessary is it for the intelligence to be perfect in order to enable 
it to utilise or control matter. Thus we find that whilst great 
minds are enabled to snatch the ideal truths of essences and 
meanings and all that, there is not in them that same capacity 
for controlling and subordinating matter. In other words, till a 
particular stage in evolution, we find that matter and mind are in 
inverse ratio to one another. But when creative activity begins 
to manifest, as indeed it does, when the intelligence possessing 
the knowledge of laws of nature and of the mathematical and 
physical order is able to apply them to the conditions of life, then 
we find that it is possible, nay necessary, to speak of the realization 
of the ideal truths in existence. This supreme capacity for creative 
activity is of course something dependent on the perfection of 
consciousness or rather independence of consciousness from the 


1. Sdmkhya Karika. XVII. 


2. cf. Aristotle arranged all things between the two limits of pure Matter 
and pure Form. 
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trammels of ignorance. It is likely that we have gradual liberation, 
liberation in certain directions more swiftly than in others, and 
hence there results the manifestation of creative activity in certain 
directions and not in all directions. The supreme capacity for 
creation of course is that of God, so much so perfect subordination 
of the most recalcitrant form of matter is available to Him, and 
not to any individual soul of whatever height or perfection. Two 
theories are possible in this context. Either the souls may be 
presumed to act creatively having been ordered or willed by God, 


the most Perfect Being, or else that God, the indwelling Lord 
in all beings, Himself creates through the individual. A third 


possibility may yet be envisaged. It may be said that greatest 
creative artists are possessers of bodies and souls which are receptive 
of the light and truth of God in the most perfect and purest way 
possible. Without a body of some kind there is possible no activity 
of any kind. Pure Intelligence is merely a ghost floating or beating 
ineffectually its wings in the void. Mere matter can never be 
anything apart from the soul or intelligence that enlivens it. 


God is the supreme Being, the most perfect and infinite 
Intelligence, possessing infinite auspicious qualities,1 whose nature 
is different in certain respects, through not. in all respects, from 


the individual souls, but who whilst He may manifest Himself 
like the finite, yet never ceases to be the Infinite Being He ever 


is, auspicious, perfect and supreme. His body or Sarira or divine 
form, divya-mangala vigraha, is of light, supreme, transcendental, 
excellent and auspidious, in which the souls can seek and find refuge 
in meditation.2 This is His special form, His personal form of 
beneficent radiance and puissant effulgence, which seeing no one 


can ever seek to look at anything else. The other forms are of the 
cosmic and terrific kinds. The virdtsvarupa described in the 


great Purusa-sikta and the Bhagavat-Gita, and that which Hiranya- 
kaSipu in the story of Prahlada saw just before he was killed are 
instances of these kinds. To say that God has no form only 
_ means that He is not having a form that limits Him; He is transcen- 
dent to all material forms. To say that God does not have a 
‘body. akayam, only means that He has no body which is a result 


of karma. He has a body which is assumed by Him out of His 
own free Will for the sake of His Jil. 


1. ef. Gadya-traya of Sti Ramanuja. 
2. cf. Bhaghavad.Gita XI. 46. 
10 
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Each individual soul wears a body which is useful to it for 
the service of the Divine Lord! Every! soul is embodied, whether 
it be a body of karma or of Suddha sattva, pure super-matter; in 
prajaya, deluge due to God’s will, the bound souls, even like matter, 
lie strewn incapable of functioning because their consciousness- 
function is: completely contracted and their karma-bodies are in 
a very subtle state.2 This state -undoubtedly is the most pitiable, 
but necessitated by the foolish prostitution of functions by the 
souls, The most important function of the individual is indeed 
the function of dependence on the Lord for knowledge, growth, 
action, and enjoyment. It is manifested th rough service, kainkarya 
to God. It is not merely the possession of consciousness-activity — 


of cognition that is important but also kainkarya, service to the 
Wivine who is all. 


It is the realization of ecstatic dependence on the Supreme, a 
trustful surrender to God that makes the cognitive situation pass 
over into the affective situation, It is not ultimately the cognitive 
that is soothening to the human consciousness. It is the sense 
of Joy, of Delight of living under the sign and experience of the 
highest knowledge and God that matters. It is true to say that 
knowledge is very important, but what is this knowledge that 
is true and shall be true for ever regarding the Highest Object 


of our knowledge, namely the Real, Absolute Being? The several 
individuals draw their life and light and being from its central 


relationship. The two-fold relation between these two can be 
expressed adequately only by saying that thé Real is the Inde- 
pendent, which means that all are dependent on Him, and secondly, 
that all these dependents can realize or achieve ‘that knowledge 
and enjoy their unity with Him. Thus the chief characteristic 
of the Absolute Personality or God is independence which sustains 
and improves the dependence of all souls on Him absolutely, 


1. See however Sri Bhasya TV. iv. 10-14 (Abhavadhikarana) In discussing 
the subject whether souls when freed have bodies- or not, Badarayan, holds 
that the freed souls elect to have or not to have juddha sattva bodies Badari’s 
view is that the souls have no bodies, whereas Jaimini holds that they have 
bodies Sri Venkatanatha in his Virodhaparihdra, a rahasya work, in para 78 
discusses this point and says that their possession of even the suddha sattva 
bodies depends on the will and pleasure of the Lord. i” 

2. According to Nyaya-Vaisesika the souls during pralaya being divorced 
from activity and matter, he strewn like stones, pasdnavar. - 
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whilst the chief characteristic of the individual souls lies in their 
utter and complete dependence on that One supreme Independent 
Personality alone. It is this mystic philosophy or more appro- 


priately the religious philosophy, that makes it possible for the 
realization of knowledge in love, in that utter or complete con- 


secrated love, whose concentrated movement is towards the central 
Sun of its existence. The unity thus realized is sneha-bhava; 


it is the central fact about the Identity claimed and affirmed between 
the Supreme and the individual, an identity which is not mere 
identity, since it reveals the relation of the conjointment between 
the Independent and dependent in the fullest embrace as Sarira- 
Sariri, dharma-dharmi, Sesa-sesi. 


Thus we find that the supreme cognitive situation between 
subject and object finally lead not to the superiority of the subject 
over the Object when that object is something conscient and 
Independent, as in the case of God or total Nature, but to the 
realization of the utter dependence of the individual on the Divine 
Object of his life, a realization that is not merely of his knowledge, 
but also of his love and being. 


The Highest Unity is of the Spirit which is Infinite, which 


is also the Infinite Subject, which is embodied and not void of 
any body. With this difference, however, that whilst the continuum 


of the physical world is apprehended in fragments and as ragged 
edges showing reference to beyond themselves thus making for 
confusion of sense-data and physical objects by the individuals, 
‘in this case, there is no such confusion or partial apprehension 
but only total and pure apprehension or Knowledge. Thus His 


body is what He apprehends as His own in the same sense in which 
we view our bodies as ours as being connected in a unique manner 


with us, as dependent upon us more than upon others, as subservient 
to our wishes and desires and enjoyments than to others, as being 
a glory to our being as our expression and wealth. Our selves 
also bear the same relation to the Highest Intelligence because 


“we are equally dependant upon Him, subservient to Him and 
are guided by Him in our lives and actions. We are the bodies 


of the Lord. Every one of us is unique and yet every one of us 
lives and moves and has his being in Him who pervades all and 


is the source and goal, alpha and omega of existence, who is the 
Ideal Being immanent and real in each and in all beings at once 


and for all time, without Whom we cannot even exist. 
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Just as the ocean is composed of small drops of water, wherein 
each drop is in itself and yet’ finds itself in the ocean enveloped 
all round so as to be indistinguishable in it, so also every individual 
finds his own fulfilment in this great envelopment of himself in 
the Divine, inside and outside his being. This is the supreme 
union and glory and freedom, The complete pervasion by Divine 
consciousness is the summit of our fullness. 


CHAPTER VII 


CONCLUSION 


We have seen that the highest unity is had in a real embodied 
person in so far as He holds the entire universe or reality in a 
subordinate relation absolutely and eternally. He is Spiritual 
and Infinite and Perfect. 


The individual souls who are parts of the universe, though 
spiritual are units or monads within the Highest Object and thus 
form parts of His body, or if we may say form integral portions 
of that whole One. The Lord is the One supreme Subject, and 
Person, Purusottama, distinguished alike from the souls as partial 
subjects of experience, and from the world of matter, which is 
the pure or mere object in the epistemological sense. Through 
His unlimitedness and uniqueness of being he holds all the worlds 
as His possession, which He supports and pervades and manifests 
and enjoys. All relations are sustained by His love, which is 
the only power that is capable of being at the same time freedom. 


There is no reason to suspect that this fundamental relation 
with the Highest Subject involves the lesser subjects in any imper- 
fection. Imperfection is not entailed by dependence or subordination 


to the Highest. It is incident only on the involvement of the 
individual in his own egoism and in the world which he seeks 


to possess and enjoy as his own possession. ‘Nor can it be said 
that the lesser subjects, being many and yet unique in their activities, 
become inanimate objects or things. Nor can it be said that 
these individual souls because of their spiritual nature could be 
dissolved into a vast ocean of Consciousness. The drops of 
the Ocean cannot be annuled even by the greatness of Ocean; 
the rays of light cannot be absorbed in the glare of their source; 
‘the parts cannot be surrendered even in the fullest presentation 
of the whole. The whole is a whole of parts, and this whole must 
be considered to be the body (Sarira) of the Lord in the very same 
sense in which we claim our body to be ours. The doctrine which 
makes God, a whole of parts, even like the Absolute of Western 
Idealism, is wrong since it is essentially a mechanical or pseudo- 
organic conception. Idealists labouring under the mistaken 
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dualism of mind and body hope to resolve the world into mere 
foci of consciousness or souls fulgurated from a central source 
of light and spirituality, and seek to explain the souls as parts 
of one whole. The logical interrelation of these parts with the 
whole Jeads to that telescoping of all individuals into the bosom 
of the Absolute which now presents the spectacle of a metaphysical 
continent. It is impossible to grant this construction of an Absolute 
any life or movement or value since the Spiirt is not traceable 
anywhere in it. It is just the body of the Lord that has been traced 
not the nature of the Absolute Reality, the Spirit that sustains 
the interrelations of the Nature. There is thus presented the 
necessity of going ahead of the theist and the pantheist and of 
affirming that the Absolute of the metaphysical epistemology 
is just the Nature of Spinoza, for Ramanuja’s Sarira cannot exist 
apart from the saririn, the Lord and Supreme Person who realizes 
therein the supreme values of Truth and Goodness and Beauty, 
Auspiciousness and Supreme Freedom through Love. — Instead 
of making the Absolute the complete and self-fulfilling and self- 
fulfilled Existence of Ideal, it becomes necessary to make the Puru- 
sotiaina greater than the Aksara, the immutable, and not, as the 
idealists contend, make God, less than the Absolute. 


- Thus it becomes possible to build up a clear and consistent 
philosophy of Religion on the basis of this organistic theory. 
Life instead of being depleted of all content and reality becomes 
restored to value and vitality and morality and realization of 
beauty. Instead of having to reverse our conduct and deepest 
intuitions and criteria of reality and worth, we are promised here 
a great and intimate experience of God through the realization 
of our dependence on Him. Not experience merely of God but 
also abiding relationship, not merely the cognition or knowledge 
of all reality but also the deep elevating numinous consciousness 
rich with infinite radiance due to contact and co-existence and 
unity with the Divine Lord is the goal of human life. The Life 
of the individual becomes transformed and transfigured, and man 
achieves the Supreme Birth into the consciousness of that trans- 
figured relationship of unity which emphasises without annihilating 
the nearness and fullness of the individual in his Self. 


Ramanuja is the first thinker of importance who laid stress 
on the relationship of body and souls as explaining the Unity- 


; 
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category. The unity category may manifest itself in various ways 
of identity, and identity and difference, But the truth-about all types. 
of Samdndadhikaranya, co-ordination-relation i. entirely the body- 
soul: relation. Having accepted this relation of. fundamental 
importance which saves the reality of things and facts and experiences 
there is no reason to expect that-what is presented in consciousness 
to a subject is unreal. On the other hand, reality is something that 
belongs to the object also and cannot be referred to the subject alone, 
for it is the truth of the object that is in question not the subject’s 
esistence or experiene. It is this reality of the object that is to be 
guaranteed by perception, inference and scripture(pramanani) and 
not the individual’s existence. Further knowledge is the specific 
relation of cognition informing the subject about the object, and 
can never be divorced from its special function of intimating to 
its subject truth about the thing the subject has apprehended through 
its consciousness. Illusion is merely the wrong intimation due to 
defect in the subject, or object or in the medium itself. This 
has been discussed already under illusions of perception. The 
problem of illusion is the problem of how we are able to apprehend 
a thing other than what it is. If we are unable to explain it we 
call it inexplicable, but not that is ignorance that makes it inexplicable 
by over laying itself on the object, or rather that the object itself is 
illusive ignorance. Such an anstossing of subjective ignorance to 
objective existence is a perverse way of going about explaining 
knowledge. Thus most kinds of idealism are not wrong in so far 
as they seek to affirm the transcendent reality of Spirit or God, but 
wrong in the reasons they give. It was Bergson who wrote: “The 
truth is that there is one, and only one, method of refuting materia- 
lism: it is to show that matter is precisely what it appears to wer?! 


There is no need to deny reality to matter and no need to convert 
it into a manifestation of spirit, or a perversion of spirit, or reversion 
or fulguration or emanation of spirit, It is necessary however to 
_ point out that there is no inward occult power in it just as the materia- 
lists and carvakas claim, no inner power or vitality just as the Vitalists 
and samkhyans claim for it, not any other characteristics. Realism 
of the common-sense veriety demands the acceptance of matter 
different in kind from Spirit. But then in regard to the problem 
of their acutally available relation we have to state reasons that are 


1. Matter and Memory. P.80.° 


| 
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acceptable. It is not a necessity of matephysics to affirm that 
which is above the understanding of the common-sense, or to 
discover ways and means of reducing the ordinary man’s view to 
nullity and illusion. There is no such contradiction between 
physits and metaphysics as to made either mataphysics of physics 
impossible. All the same metaphysics shows that the fullest 
explanation of reality is discovered not only in the realm of 
ordinary experience but also in supra-physical supra-perceptual, 
supra-inferential reality of Spirit This level is the level of the Sabda, 
of scriptural testimony, which alone can give us knowledge of the 
Super-perceptual Divine Nature as also our own in ward nature. 
That however does not entail the reduction of the perceptual and 
inferential and the ordinary man’s world to illusion and ignorance. 
Ramanuja thus finds it necessary to affirm the firnest and fundamental 
unity between the physical and the spiritual, between the world and 
God, souls and God, and nothing fulfils this realistic criterion of 
relationship better than the organic conception which is universally 
applicable on all planes. 


Spirit is the Self, is master, enjoyer, destiner; matter is the body, 
is servant, enjoyed and destined and ordered. The souls too are 
subordinate, dependent absolutely on the Lord, existing for His 
enjoyment and service. Thus we find that Ramanuja does not 
make the world an object of illusion but an object of enjoyment 
and control and service to God. 


It has been beautifully said that four persons went out on a 
walk to a garden. One gentleman said that the flower Rose was 
beautiful in form, another added that its smell was fragrant and 
another touching it said that it was wonderfully soft, and the 
fourth added that it has honey also within it. Thus each one of 
these later statements added to the richness of the experience. 
None of them contradicted the rest. Thus the reality of the integral 
Godhead involves the acceptance of the reality of every thing as 
related to Him integrally, that is organically as body to that Self. 
Multiplanal existence is God’s, multidimensional is His Nature. 
the God of Religion is not the Absolute but more. He contains and 
manifests wonderous infinties and auspiciousnesses. He is the 
rich source of all bliss and fullness of perfection. From Him all 
freedom and creation, proceeds in the context of meterial and 
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temporal existence. Reality is granted by Him to all, for without 
him nothing can even be. 


Thus does metaphysics find its real basis in Religion, To Rama- 
nuja goes the credit of restoring Religion to its real status and reveal- 
ing that the individual is not God or Brahman but that he belongs 
to Brahman and that he is dependent on Him alone Ramanuja 
restored to Vedanta its God, the Supreme Subject and Supreme 
Object of all Knowledge and Love. 


‘APPENDIX I’ 


A CRITIQUE OF THE VISISTADVAITIC THEORY OF PERCEPTION 
AND PERCEPTIVE ERROR. 


It is always requisite in correct knowledge to know how we know 
any object. The consensus of opinion with regard to this is that sensa- 
tion (samvedand) is possible only if there are objects, sense-organs 
and the perceiver who cognizes the object through his sense-organs. 
These three factors, then, are the most important, as without the 
cognizer and his sense-organs, no object could ever be sensed, and 
without the sense-organs, it is impossible for any one to sense at 
all, lacking the instruments, so to speak cognition, and without 
the objects what one might perceive is certainly not a sensation, 
whatever else that may be. These, then, are important, and no 
theory of perception can claim to have solved the problem of per- 
ception, if it did not take up the realistic aim of discovering these 
three factors. A metaphysical theory might, if so minded, claim 
that the one indubitable certainty about perception is the existence 
of the perceiver alone, or else might claim that the existence of the 
self or preceiver is only a reflective act, due to the perception of the 
object experienced as that of a subject. An empirical theory may 
claim to solve this quarrel by pointing out that both these, subject and 
object, fall within the sphere of consciousness, and as such both 
of them are but moments of consciousness. All these explanations, 
however, do not touch the core of the problem of perception at 
all or its reality and falsity. 


In this context it is interesting to note that Professor George 
Santayana has luminously and with great philosophical insight 
stated the evolution of the error into its native truth. The hidden 
truth is revealed as the emotion that gave the seal of error to it passes. 
“The error came from a wild belief about it; and the possibility of 


error came from a wild propensity to belief. Relieve now the | 


pressure of that animal haste and that hungry presumption; the 
error is washed out of the illusion; it is no illusion now, butan idea... 
If you eliminate your anxiety, deceit itself becomes entertainment, 
and every illusion but so much added acquaintance with the realm 
of form’’.? 


1. Scepticism and Animal Faith: Modern L. b ed. p. 304. 


: 
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Truth must be self-consistent, and must be a proof of its own 
being. That is to say that, if we see truth, it must exhibit at once 
inner consistency and self-validity. It must fulfil the promises 
of its own being. In other words, even as the Buddhists, Jains 
and the pragmatists claim; the nature of truth is dynamic, and 
every truth exhibits purposiveness, which need not be specially 
that wich pleases us or any one. 


The nature of perception as a psychological process must be 
first understood. Indian thinkers hold generally that perception 
through senses (pratyksa) is due to the contact of sense-organs with 
the object!. The process of this contact is not that the object stimu- 
lates the subject’s sense-organs but that the subject’s consciousness 
goes over to the object through the senses or rather through the 
instrumentality of the powers of the senses. For instance. the 
eye is the instrument of cognition of colours and forms, and it is 
claimed that the light-rays in the eye move to the object and app- 
rehend the object.2. This is a dynamic way of putting the case, 
and is in consonance with the dynamic nature of psychology that 
has through out characterized the Indian schools of thought. 
The importance of this contactual relation in any general explanation 
of perception and its validity can easily be understood, when we 
find that many theories have come into existense to explain the 


1. Saksatkari prama karanam pratyaksam : Yatindramatadipika ed. 
Adidevananda p. 8. 
arfeartafaaiaas srt seme | Tarkasamgraha. 
2. qaTTHIteT AAT AAG AAA, AA stfaatfaaaa efxarat 
yyIcy yarraifceataeary | Yatindramatadipika, p.9. Cf. Nydya-Siddhai- 


janam: p.293. (Memo. Ed.) 1934. Sri Vedanta DeSika quotes Varada 
Narayana Bhattdraka about the perception of sound thus : 


gt maa: TATA wT eT BeaTfe aaa | 

Teal MAT TA TA WeaTsAAA 11% II 

AMAT FTA: TEAATAT AVANT TET | 

anarmiafe cat TTT STAT WV 
qaanirartfahagtreacanarearaa | 
arft sreat sdteat Beata a TeaeAa: i) Bit 

The second half of the second verse is metrecally defective. It must read 
aAaAaAe Tal FF TAI. FTI 
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causes of error. Error in perception, or illusion, isa fact that has 
to be reckoned with in our ofdinary life. An escape from it is 
necessitated, because without correct knowledge there can possibly 
be no adequate action, not to speak of life itself. Our life is governed 
for the most part by the correctness of our perceptions; our inferen- 
ces grow out of these perceptions; and indeed the discovery of the 
differences between one experience and another is the mainstay of 
civilized life. : 


What is it that the senses grasp when knowing an object in the 
manner we have stated above? Do the senses or rather the cons- 
ciousness working through the instruments of sensation (jfdnendriyas 
and manas) snatch the objects and bring back the impressions to 
the self, the substrate ofthe consciousness ? Or does the consciousness 
in perception apprehend the object as having characteristscs which 
are capable of being apprehended by the sense-organs? Whatever 
be the nature of the object as such whether it is a constellation of 
atoms or whirling wavicles, the psychological fact of perception 
shows that these constellations of atoms or whirling wavicles, 
which are apprehended by us ih perception, are found to possess 
the sensory characters that we receive from them. Therefore, 
we are forced to affirm, at the risk of being called naive, that the 
object’s nature in fact has characteristics which are apprehended 
by us as sensory, and therefore we can grant the name sensa or 
sense-data to these features of the objects, provided it is clearly 
understood that these are not the mental ideas belonging to the 
subject, but rather belong to the object itself. Cognition or percep- 
tion involves, even in its most rudimentary phase, an act of holding 
together different views of the object gathered through the several 
senses. It is a process of separating distinguishing and comparing, 
and as such, errors are traceable in almost all cases to this dis- 
crimination of the several facts belonging to the object that is 
cognized. This view is accepted by Prof. Dawes Hicks! who fiinds 
that cognition does not mechanically piece up the several parts of 
the perceived content, and thus introduce an order that did not 
exist in the object, but it discovers the unity in it as belonging to it. 
It is only when, due to prior experience, we bring in irrelevant or 
invalid comparisons that we commit error. But that error cannot 
be an error of perecption, but only of the synthesizing activity by 


1. Cf. Hundred years of British Philosophy : Rudolf Metz. p. 513. 
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which we link up this particular experience with similar experiences 
for the sake of our practical action, present or future. 


As Prof. Stout states “The underlying principle is that physical 
facts are not separate and self-contained, but essentailly incomplete 
parts of a whole within which each has its consequences and condi- 
tions more or less probable and sometimes practically certain. So 
far as what seems to be a physical fact in each of the several percep- 
tions is a condition or consequent of what seems to be physical fact 
in the others, each being founded in its own immediate sense- 
experience, and so far relatively independent of others’ support and 
is supported by them. This is what is meant by saying, they cohere 
Such coherence is the warrant of our ordinary confidence in the 
testimony of our sensex....”? 


Rightly does Prof..Stout point out also that “‘the sensory con- 
tinuum of the individual is a partial extract from a world-continuum. 
..in entire harmony with the seeming discontinuity between the 
immediate content of sense-experience and the world of physical 
phenomena.” Thus it is that we find that the difficulty of explaining 
the sense-impressions or percepts having sensory character apart 
from the object, is bridged by affirming that in perception, at any 
rate, we are aware of partial extracts from a world-continuum, 
but due to its being extracted, so to speak, or delimited by the 
perceptual field from the world-continum, it does not lose its conti- 
nuity with the entire world-continuum. Thus in perception we are 
aware of two things at once, namely, the sensum of the object as 
well as its “perceptual appearance”, which is its continuity with 
the world-continuum. © The difficulty in this position is, that it 
tries to explain the example of the oar in water as bent by pointing 
out that though the sensum gives bentness to it, our perceptual 
appearance will dictate the belief that it is straight. Are we indeed 
aware of the two factors in perception? The belief that it is straight, 
a matter belonging to the realm of prior cognition that the oar is 
straight, is a smrti-fact, and it is this that engenders the belief that 
the oar is straight, and it is this that overrules the sensum ‘bentness.’ 
Thus the account ‘given “by Pro. Stout, though valuable, has f inally 
to explain the origin of the belief in the perceptual continuum, 
which is the. physical aspect of the object, distinct in one sense, 


1, Mind and Matter : Vol. 1. p. 260. - 
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from the sensory aspect of it. It is criticising this view that Prof. 
A.E. Taylor writes “My difficulty is that (a) I cannot feel at all sure 
that, in the case supposed (the oar), there is anything at all which 
merely /ooks but is bent, and (b) that if there is something which is 
bent, when I try to say more precisely what this something can be, 
it always turns out to be a problematic something eg, an image on 
the (retina) which is not sensed at all, since I certainly do not look 
at images on my retina-and is definitely physical and not mental, .”” 


Thus it is clear that in perception we have to accept that the 
perceived objects as a ‘characterised that’ which belongs definitely 
to the realm of the phycial, and is physical. The perception is an 
experience of the embodied being belonging indeed to nature, 
and experiencing it. The sense impressions are indeed parts of 
the object, and all that is being perceived is true. In one sense, we 
can go to the extent of saying that in preception we 
are in direct compresence with physical nature(saksa‘kara), and 
what we sense is true and real. The facts of error or illusion must 
be discovered in almost all cases, in the nature of the object itself. 
This is what is meant by saying that it belongs to the physical order 
or continum, or in one word Nature, despite what may be apprehen- 
ded of it by the individuals. This is the central principle also of the 
Yatharthakhyati of Ramanuja, of Nathamuni before him, and of 
Sri Vedanta Degika and other writers of the Visistadvaita school 
of ‘thought. 


That all knowledgeis of the real is ageneral tenet of Prabhakaras, 
and this includes perceptual knowledge too. This is what Ramanuja 
points out as the view espoused by the knowers of the Veda: 

quid adfaata gfa aefaai aaa 1 
afaeafara: adeq aateneasetfaa: 1) and following verses. 
Sri Bhasya, I. i. 7. 

Yamunacarya in his Atma-siddhi writes that Nathamuni, the 
first amongst the Acdryas of the Sri Vaisnava School, held the 
Yathartha-khyati view: 

safsaaza qatarataiaramal fruaraanfad a: | 
aaaeataandda @ sieaefa a qoud 1 
—Annamalai_ Uni, ED. p. 34 


eS ae 


1. Philosophy : April 1941. pp. 9903 
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~« In‘ the Nyaya-parisuddhi Sti Vedanta Deéika affirms . that 
Nathamuni and others held this view: 


aauafafasata aaraenaaaa | 
aehnagaaiad aud tfaafat ui . 
Mem. Ed. p. 34. 


That this view is held and expounded by Sti Nathamuni in 
his Nydyatattva also is stated by him in his Tattva-muktakalapa; 


atazaat aarat famaafacia earaacd | Buddhisara: y. 10. 


The criticism against a theory of this kind such as the yathartha- 
khyati, wherein the illusory object, or rather the so-called object 
of illusory-cognition, (which is, by the way, a very misleading 
expression which predicates of the cognition itself falsity) that 
it has been accepted by all, in some sense, under the generous 
influence of memories or samskdras which unconsciously and 
instinctively encroach upon its functions for the sake of practical 
activity. Further the theory cannot be accepted in the manner 
in which it has been stated by the Upanisadic theorists. The 
quintuplication of the primary elements as explaining the actual 
presence of all elements in all things, though in different propor- 
tions, may be or may not be true. Aver that it is so, yet it is 
impossible to explain the formal similarities which pertain to. the 
genus-characteristics, rather than to substantial characteristics. 
It is true that it is impossible to divorce the form from the matter 
in which it inheres, but our essential illusion is precisely when 
we do commit this divorce, and attribute the qualities that belong 
to a thing to something else on the basis of the principle of accepted 
unity of quality with substrate. That is to say, on seeing a likeness 
of snake, we attribute to the substrate where it is perceived, the 
other qualities belonging to the snake over and above the actually 
perceived form. This is the principle of Anyathakhyati, where 
in one thing appears as different from what it is. Critiques of 
illusion cannot and should not dismiss lightly this problem as a 
problem purely pertaining to the realm of sensory-illusion, and 
nothing more. The ultimate question has to be faced, and that 
is, supposing we observe properly and investigate properly and 
experiment properly, what would be the causes, real and invariable, 


160 SRI RAMANUJA’S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE 


of the illusion which indeed has occured? As Sri Vedanta Desika? 


pointed out, we find that thé Akhydti theory, which holds that 


illusion is a matter referable to non-observation or non-discrimi- 
nation between two perceptions (indeed one of the perceptions 
is not m perception at all but a recognition of a-perception if not 
pure remembrance) is a very acceptable one, only because of its 
conforming to the principle of parsimony (/aghavam). But the 
Anyatha-khyati theory, which indeed’ cannot but accept in some 
way the failure to discriminate in its theory of mal-observation 


| 


or otherwise-cognition, is at once an efficient theory as well as 


conforming to the principle of parsimony (/aghiyasi).1 Claims 
could be brought forward to show that one or other of these theories 
is more acceptable than the other, and we could indeed even accept 
the theory of indefinability of ‘the object of illusory cognition.’ 
It is, however, very clear that most Indian thinkers have not tried 
to enquire in to the causes which have tended to bring about the 
illusion. The reference ultimately is to the object’s nature, and 
this is certainly not answered by saying that the cognition of the 
previous snake is superimposed here, or that there are two cogni- 
tions, one of which happens to be only a real re-collection of-a 
previous experience of real silver in a shop, which now interferes 
with the brilliance or tejas of the nacre, or that it is impossible 
to describe whether the thing, the snake taken as such is a real 
entity or an unreal entity, real because it has been experienced, 
unreal because it has been proved to be otherwise in action or 
thus sublated. 


A correct understanding of the nature of the object is what 
is vouched by evenerror. Error indeed is the gateway to knowled ge, 
because it draws our attention to certain features of the object 
which bears similarity to other previously experienced objects, 
though it is uniquely different. The doctrine of Yatharthakhyati 
only points out that so far as our perceptual experience goes, 
it is impossible to explain away the differences or identities as 
false, for indeed they are not sublated. The rope can yet be utilised 
to frighten others in the twilight; the nacre can yet be palmed 


1. Nydya-parisuddhi: Mem. Ed. p. 13. 
TTA Tee acey aeaiearsgiszay | 
darfersuasteary adismenfaaraay 1 
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off, even as synthetic diamonds can be sold as diamonds. This 
is the essential point about the reality of the object, and obviously 
no mere perception can reveal the inner nature of the object. 


An excellent survey of all the theories of error has been given 
in the Introduction to his edition of the Brahmasiddhi: by Prof. 
Mahamahopadhyaya S. Kuppuswami Sastriar, and this can be 
consulted. But whilst it is most excellently presented from the 
stand-point of Indian Schools, a constructive survey is yet a 
desideratum from the standpoint of philosophy which does not 
divorce the epistemological from the physical. Strict relevance 
in regard to perceptual theory which does not debunk any features 
of reality, however distressing this might be to settled convictions 
has always been the mark of progress. 


Reality is said to be characterised by either eternity or per- 
sistency. Any inner contradiction in a thing due to its having 
parts will make continuity or persistency impossible, and therefore 
all things that have parts should be declared to be unreal. Under 
this principle all created things will become unreal. This was 
made the chief criticism by the Eleatics downwards to Bradley 
and other idealists, of all reality of change. As to eternity, shorn 
of all change, it would be just a self-evident and self-valid existence 
having what is known as internal coherence. But what about 
the ordinary things of life, which have no self-valid inner coherence? 
They have therefore to be treated as unreal. But these twin 
principles do not really explain the reality of change; and the 
reality of momentary states is the fundamental principle of 
Buddhism. So far as the problem of perception is concerned, 
we have to put to ourselves the question whether perception is a 
way to knowledge or is not? If it is a way to knowledge, then 
what it presents is real; if not, all that it presents will have to be 
deemed to be unreal, and not merely a real overlain with unreality 
due to subjective ignorance. If it is objective ignorance that is 
said to delude, the uncovering of it will mean the more and more 
clear understanding of the object’s unity of characteristics, wherein 
the specific characteristics may be said to have similarities in various 
degrees with other objects. The nature of the object is unique, 
and it is this uniqueness that grants it the specific power to 
a es 

1. pp. I. xii ff. 1937. 
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bring about results, or to cause anything, or to fulfil certain activities 
due to its relationship in the universe. Thus the practical efficacy 
or causal efficacy of objects is most important in determining 
once for all the reality of an object as an object amongst objects. 
It is this that is recognised in the schools of Carvaka, Buddhist 
and Jain, Nyadya, Vaisesika and Kuméarila, and in Ramanuja’s 
school. Let me briefly refer to these theories. . 


The materialists (Carvakas) hold that truth is available 
only through perception. It is the only source of knowledge 
for us. They do not admit that it is ever possible to have any 


other kind of knowledge, through any other medium. Reasoning 
cannot furnish truth, and inference has no place in the under- 


standing of reality as an independent instrument of knowledge. 
It is clear from certain writings of the Carvakas that they do not 
mean to accept inference at all.1 But the truth about the matter 
seems to be that they do not accept inference as an independent 
pramdana, source of right knowledge, for what it is dependent 
upon is the memory or impressions or perceptions of objects. 
It is true, of course, that since what we receive from sensations 


or perceptions are the material on which we act, and since these 
are of a transient nature, the Carvaka cannot but finally deny 


the whole of reality. The intention of the Carvaka thinker, on 
the other hand, seems to be, that despite himself, he was prepared 


to be inconsistent enough to say that there was a metaphysical 
possibility of the world consisting of four elements.2 Even here 


he holds that perception is all and is all-sufficient for our purposes. 
To go beyond the perceived is to land oneself in speculative fictions. 
Reasoning should confine itself to interpretation of sensations 
cnd nothing more. Once however this standpoint is taken, it is 
important to know as to whose perception is valid: whether it is 
one’s own perception, or should we arrive at a consensus of opinion 
in this matter regarding the nature of the object? How can 
subjectivity of perception be overcome so as to yield the consensus 
of opinion which is a kind of objectivity? Carvaka theorists 
only assert that all that one perceives is true for that individual, 
under the circumstances. 


ee eee 
1. Cf Loka@yata-vada-bhanga: Vedanta Desika: trans. K, C. i 
J.S. V. O. I. Vol. I, + ae 
2. The pogress of the materialist school in the East, m in the West, has 


been mainly in the direction of Scientific Progress, despite all theocratic 
‘criticism. 
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That which furthers or advances their pleasure is truth, and 
that which does not is false. Truth is the pleasant, is that which 
is adequate and easy of performance, and is that which does not 
cause sorrow or distress. Therefore an affective-criterion of 
truth and a frustration-criterion of truth are given. The frustration- 
criterion, as I shall call it, really is a veiled pragmatic test of practical 
Success or that which works, artha kriyakdritva. It is what the 
Nyaya-Vaisesika system calls the extraneous or extrinsic test (paratah 
pramanya). Whether it is necessary to consider this to be a test 
extraneous to the object’s reality, is a matter very much under 
dispute as some hold that the object’s reality includes its effective 
existence which can only be discovered in and through its reactions. 
The ‘ intention’ of an object is as much important as its actual 
state, and is part and parcel of the sensation itself. This theory 
then already envisages the need to study the purpose or dynamic 
quality of the object as already being given in the perception, 
though what is plainly sensed through the senses is just an integral 
portion, so to speak, of the object. It is not enough to affirm 
that an object is merely its sensed-content, for it is also a dynamic 
object in relation to the purposes and promises it enfolds in its 
being. This fact it is that is discovered in the illusion. Illusion 
is possible only because there has been non-discrimination of the 
pure sensation from the ‘intention’; or rather, illusion occurs 
where-ever the intention has been affirmed of a thing which indeed 
does not possess this ‘intent.’ Illusions of perceptions, then, 
need not be purely sensory; and indeed the perception is, provided 
all things or factors are in a healthy condition, always true. What 
makes a true sensation false is not the sensation in its intrinsic 
nature, but the wrong ‘intent’ that we predicate of it. This 
wrong ‘intent’ is affirmed of it because of previous experiences 
having gone along with similar sensations of such objects, and 
which are recalled through spontaneous memory (smrti). 

s«, Thus the doctrine which affirms that all that is preceived 
is true or true existence or really existing, is correct. But it may 
be asked whether this ‘intent’ or dynamical possibility of the 
Object sensed is not something that is perceived along with the 
object? _ Obviously not, since the sense organs relate themselves 
not to the inner dynamics of the object but only to the outer form 
and colour and perhaps even location. The object, unless it is 
related to some interest on the part of the individual, will remain 
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opaque, so to speak, to the individual. But if it be ma object 
related to some inner demand of the individual, for example, an 
instinct, then we find that the ‘ intention ’ of the object gets revealed 
in the reactions of the individual to it. But this * intention’ need 
not always be awaiting the need of the individual, and is certainly 
not dependent on it. For it is found that though it is exhibited 
to the individual only when it is presented to him, it is sought 
for and attained by the individual, and as such remains extinsic 
to the individual, though more surely intrinsic to the object sensed. 
The materialist’s claim, then, that satisfaction or fulfilment of = 
demand is truth, is true not in respect of himself as he would like 
to have it, but in respect of the object.1 


The difficulty in respect ofthe pure Yathartha-khayati theory 
is, that it holds that whatever is perceived is true not merely in 
the sense of actually existing as perceived as the sat-khyati view 
that Jainism holds, but also in respect of substantial existence; 
that is to say, in the case of nacre and silver, the ‘ silverness ’ is 
said to be actually present in the nacre, but only in lesser quantity 
so as to be almost useless for the purpose of transaction in the 
monetary sense. The presence of snake in the rope is real in a 
substantial sense. This view is not likely to be acceptable except 
to those who bank on the metaphysical theory of the Upanisads 
of Pafcikarana, quintuplication of primary elements, wherein the 
gross elements are, each one of them, said to have all the other 
elements in them, but only in lesser degrees. Thus the Yathartha- 
khyati, explains the illusion by saying that there is no illusion 
at all, but only wrong desire or some such mental factor which 
makes the percept ‘intend’ something it cannot fulfil. Thus the 
criterion in the Yathartha khyati-vada is the efficacy in actual 
experience—yyavahara. Yathavastita  vyavaharanuguna-jnanam 
prama. “ All knowledge is true in a sense that it has an object 
always corresponding to it” or what has been precisely described 
by Vedantacarya that all cognitive characters (illusory or otherwise) 
universally refer to real objective entities as object of knowledge.” 


i, 7oRr Criticism of ragmatist Theory of Perception: Guide ef Philosophy: 
C. E. M, Joad, p. 448 ff, f phy: 


2. History of Indian Philosophy: S. N. Dasgupta, Vol, IU, p. 246. 
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The general maxim is that the idea which corresponds to any 
particular kind of behaviour is to be regarded as a true represen- 
tation of the object experienced in behaviour— 


qaTseqageraqat ar dt. at Naya-Dyu-Mani* 


Thus the correspondence between the object * intended’ and 
the actual realization of that intention or causal efficacy, which, 
by the way, is to be recognized always as the Buddhists will put 
it, na ekartha-kriya-karitva, cannot but he accepted as clear. This 
correspondence is not in any sense equivalent to the represen- 
tationalistic theory which is impossible to sustain in the Sautrantika 
system of the Buddhists and in the theories of Locke and Des Cartes. 


Whether pragmatism of this kind is something to be refuted 
is az important point. It is, in the excellent words of Prof. A.N. 
Whitehead, ‘‘ an appeal to the wide self-evidence.” ‘* Pragmatism 
is simply an appeal to that self-evidence which sustains itself in 
civilized experience." It is not an extraneous test except that 
it is extraneous to the senses or rather this relevance or corres- 
pondence is of the practical order arising from the theoretical 
impression. In experience such a divorce between the practical 
and the theoretical cannot be sustained, for all knowledge is 
purposive; and action in turn, as even erroneous perception and 
erroneous action reveal, makes knowledge rich and effective. 
Such action is subordinate to knowledge, and therefore enriches 
it and becomes effective in conduct. 


Truth is dynamic, because reality is dynamic, and the Yathartha- 
khyati only reveals the inner necessity to accept the reality of all 
experience, so that we could disentangle the misrelationships that 
happen due to a variety of causes, mainly pertaining to wrong 
intentions. 


1. Ibid, p. 244, 
2. Modes of Thought: pp. 1 44 5. 
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A STUDY OF DREAMS IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF SRI RAMANUJA. !*! 
i 


Dream in the Veda. 


It has been said that much of what passes for Indian Psychology 
is speculative and mystical and not experimental; that it is, more 
often than not, primitive and anthropomorphic and superstitious. 
It is certainly true to say that more speculation in psychology, 
as in everything else, is false. The question is whether there could 
be any speculation apart from experience; though it is true to say 
that the experience that we start with should be first tested and 
carefully studied. The facts alone are the final arbiters of any 
theory, and no theory that does not stand the test of experience 
can be considered to be true at all. The experience that is the 
test of all truth, the vyavahdra that is the final arbiter of any 
knowledge, is not the uneducated statement but statement that 
has been made after due understanding of experience, carefully 


sifted and analysed and synthesized. Scientific observation thus is 
the essence of any theory. Indian Psychologies of Dream are 


prompted by the question regarding the autonomy of the psychical 
life. What is the special characteristic of dream-life? A question 
similar to this was addressed by Prof. Hollingworth to his study 
of the Psychology of Thought from the stand point of dream-life, 
This question is very significant, since it seeks to discover the 
special characteristic of dream-life. There are several views and 
no one formula seems to fit in with facts. In this paper at the 
very start, let me dispel the illusion of one formula or explanation 
underlying most theories. 


The Indian Psychology of Dreams naturally takes its start 
from the Vedic period. The first view that we gleam regarding 
dreams is from the Rgveda. The dreams are manifestations of 
evil spirits, and they are said to be removed by the “activity of 
spirits that dispense justice of spirits of magic. The earnest devotee 
prays to Lord Varuna to protect him from the activities of evil 
spirits, 

1. J.S.V. O.L Vol, I 1940. 

1. Yo me rajan yujyo va, Sakha va svapne bhayam bhirave mahyamaha ! 

Steno va yo dipsati no vrko va, tvam tasmad Varuna pahyasman ! ! 
(Rg Veda II. 28, 10) 
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This is not the only view however. Dreams are said to be 
due to the manifold activities of the mind itself. ‘‘ Avaunt, thou 
master of mind, depart and vanish far away. Look on destruction 
far from hence. The live man’s mind is manifold.” (Rg. Veda X 
164). The suggestion that mind has manifold functions that it 
executes in all states, is valuable psychological insight. But there 
is the fear of being under the influence of dreams. However 
pleasant in parts, they were deemed to be placing the individual 
under the influence of external forces. ‘‘ Even if, O child of Heaven, 
it makes a garland or chain of gold, the whole bad dream, whatever 
it be, to Trita Aptya we consign.” (Rg Veda VIII. 47.15). There 
is as yet not the consciousness that they are dream creations of 
one’s own making. It is just possible that such an idea did not 
find a place in their psychology. But that these dreams were 
held to be, in some sense, results of their own bad actions is clear, 
since the appeal is to the Lord of Rta, the Law-giver, and they 
also prayed to Him to transfer their evil dreams to those who 
deserve it, namely, the evil doers. 


This view finds full expression in the incantations of the Atharva 
veda. Dreams are fashioned in sleep. Sleep thus becomes the 
embryo of dreams. It is the source, the yoni of all dreams. In 
other words, it is during the period of sleep, when all the senses 
are lulled, and when one is alone with one’s psychic being, the 
buddhi or antahkarana, there happens the influences of other psychic 
forces. It is the influence of psychic forces that leads to dream- 
consciousness or experience. As the Atharva Veda says, it if 
then that there happens within the individual stimulations of the 
vital forces, the lair of the asuras, as the expressive phrase runs. 


1. ‘Out of Yama’s world hast thou come hither; with mirth (7?) 
dost thou, wise, make use of mortals; knowing, thou goest 
in alliance with the solitary one, fashioning sleep in the 
lair (yoni) of the Asura. 


2. The all-vigorous bond saw thee in the beginning, in the 
one day before the birth of night; from thence, O sleep, 
didst thou come hither, hiding thy form from the physicians. 


ae eee ne 
1, Apohi manasaspate’pa krama parascara fe 
Paro nirrtya 4 caksva bahudha jivato manah a 
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3. He of great kine(?) turned unto the gods away from the 
Asuras, seeking greatness; to that sleep the three-and- 
thirty ones having attained the sky, imparted over-lordship. 


4. Not the Fathers, and not the gods, know it, whose murmur 
goes about within here; in Trita Aptya did the men, the 
Adityas taught by Varuna, set sleep. 


5. Of whom the evil-doers shared the cruelty, the well-doers, 
by non sleep, (shared) the pure (punya) life-time,—thou 
revelest in the sky with the highest relative; thou wast 
born out of the mind of the practising fervour. 


6. We know all thine attendants(?) in front; we know, O 
sleep, who is thine over-ruler here: protect us here with 
the glory of the glorious one; go thou away far off with 
poisons” (A.V. XIX. 56. trans Whitney). 


One fact that has to be noted is that the word Svapna ment 
two things, the state of sleep as well as what it contains, the dreams. 
Therefore in the whole Hymn above quoted, we have to understand 
sleep in its two fold connotations. 


The first verse tells us that sleep which simulates death, is a 
creation of Yama, the lord of death, and feshions sleep in the places 
of action, that is creates rest and stoppage of action. 


The second verse shows that the nature of sleep and dream 
could not be discoverd by the physicians, and thou gh outer symtoms 
are lacking, yet there is full activity of the mind in dream-sleep. 


The third verse takes us further into the nature of the dream- 
sleep. He, who is possessed of powers instead of using the exteriorly 
turned waking forces and sense-organs, now began to use the Gods, 
the creative energies within, seeking greatness, being more than these. 
The power that made these dream-creations is someting over and 
above the psychic powers or forces interior to the individual. 


The forth verse describes the nature of the inward action 
of that Power that seeks greatness through them, about whom 
heither the fathres not the gods, know. It is in the Trita Aptya, 
the men taught by Varuna, the lord of Rta, set sleep. This is indeed 
very abstruse since the ddityas as the shining ones taught by Varuna, 
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are said to have placed sleep in Trita Aptya. The symbolism 
implicit in this species of Gods needs further elucidation. They 
belong to the level of the highest inner state of deep sleep of susupti. 
The other term referring to the god called Dvita is related to the 
Trita god in some as yet ununderstood symbolic manner. 


The fifth verse is indeed very significant. The evildoers were 
created to enjoy cruelty, and the well-doers the non-dream, and 
they reached the plane of consciousness which rightly belongs to 
the Highest, Such a highest state has occured as a consequence of 
pure deeds and self-control —practising fervour means such self- 
control and a life time of punya. 


The last verse clearly reveals that the over-ruler here is the 
Glorious one, that one who sought out the gods leaving the asuras, 
in order to manifest his Greatness. 


The next hymn where there is reference to the dreams is a 
magician’s incantation to make dreams trouble the mind of the 
God-reviler, the mocker, of one who is not of us, that is to say who 
is our foe. Therein Sleep is described as the “‘embryo of the wives 
of the gods, instrument of Yama!” the excellent dreams being the 
progeny of the creative forces, namely, the gods. The evil dream 
is cast out and sent to those who are foes. 


“Embryo of the wives of the gods, instrument of Yama, excellent 
dream; evil (dream) that is mine, that do we send forth to him 
that hates us” ( A.V.XIX. 57. 3. ): 


The next verse that follows this is admittedly a difficult one for 
which Prof. Whitney Goes not stand surety for correctness. His 
translation runs after amentations made by him thus:— 


5. “Thee that are ‘harsh’ by name, mouth of the black-bird 
(gakuni)—thee, Osleep, we thus know completely; do 
thou, O sleep, as a horse a halter, as a horse a girth, scatter 
him who is not of us, the God-reviler, the mocker.” 


The important part is ‘the mouth of the black-bird krspasakuni’. 
The inner meaning of the black bird is that it is a sign omen too. 
The word sakunam indeed proves that the art of prediction took its 
cue from the signs of birds. The dark omen predicted by the dreams 
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is a faVourable interpretation bf the passage. Further, sleep, like 
a horse that throws off its halter and releases itself from its girth, 
scatters the evil dreams. There is thus freedom granted to the 
dreamer to shake himself off from the limitations of his evil dreams 
and to enjoy good ones. 


The fifth verse prays that the God-reviler, the mocker, one 
who is not of us, may wear the evil dreams, as if it were a necklace. 


The last verse is again very abstrue and is a magical formula. 

Our tentative study of the Vedic concept of sleep-dream shows 
that the distinctions between light sleep and deep sleep was made 
by the seers, and whilst deep sleep was almost like death, light sleep 
was the period of enjoyment of good and bad dreams. The creative 
power that works in drems is the God’s power, which seeks His 
greatness after abandoning the powers of Prdna or asura, and takes 
up the task of creating god like creations in sleep. The magical 
formula in the fifty seventh hymn of the Atharva Veda is the statement 
of the principle that Mantra can make the dreams pass over to others. 
But the power that could do this is undoubtedly Varuna of the 
Supreme Lord of Rta. He could be appealed to only through prayer 
and mantric incantation. 


The human being is constantly under the control of the powers, 
external to him, internal to him and above him. External experi- 
ences of objects as well as internal experiences of the powers of the 
shining beings, ddityas, gods, manifested in dreams, are prophetic 
or pleasant, fearstriking and terrific and evil according to. the 
Law of Varuna, who is the Moral Dispenser of Justice. 


The psychological theory of dream gets an ethical justification 
here. There is realization of ends or the results of such desires as 
have been made in the wakingstate under the moral dispensation 
of the Lord. Moral causality thus is in the forefront Secondly, 


the power of dream creation is relegated to the psychic powers 
independent of the individual. We are here in the land of theocracy. 


The reason is not far to seek. It is because these thinkers found 
themselves helpless. They could not get their own wills to create 
what they wished for. The dream refused to fall into their scheme 
of what is good, and man experiences both evil and good dreams, 
despite of himself. If he were to be the creator he would never 
dream a bad dream at all, at his own prayer to Lord Varuna reveals, 
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That no physician can cure the evil dreams is another fact that makes 
him conceive of dreams, good as well as bad, as creations of forces 
other than himself. He is however aware that they come to him 
because of his evil mind and action, and prays therefore that in 
return to his being good God would “scatter them to their foes, 
like the horse it halter, like the horse its girth .” 


The Dream-theory of Sri Ramanuja is almost similar to the 
view propounded above. 


il 
Dream in the Upanisads. 


The above theory is accepted by the Upanisads, though there 1s 
more elaboration. The question is whether it is the individual 
soul who creates or imagines, or God who creates through His 
greatness, mahimd, His splendour and His justice. 


In the Upanisads we have many references to dreams. It is 
the stage known as the intermediate state Sandhyam trtiyam svapna- 
sthanam. (Brh. Up. IV. 3.) In this stage Yajiiavalkya says there 
is self-projection. 


‘“* He projects for himself tanks lotus pools, streams, for 
he is the creator’ (IV. 3. 10.); ‘‘He makes many forms 
for himself’ (13); ‘““He goes where-ever he pleases” (12); 
“It is his private pleasure ground.” (14). 


In the Chdndogyopanisad (VIII. 10. 1. ) it is mentioned that. 


‘* He moves about happy in dream. He is the self; That 
is the Immortal, the fearless, that is Brahman. 


In the pra3riopanisad, (IV. 5. ) we have the statement that in 
dream or sleep God experiences greatness as we saw in Atharva- 
veda XIX. 56. 3. 


‘* There in sleep that God experiences greatness, Whatever 
object has been seen, he sees again; has been heard, he 
hears again. That which has been severally experienced 
in different places and regions, he severally experiences 

‘again and again. Both what has been seen and what has 
not been seen, both what has been heard and what has 
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not been heard, both:what has been experienced and 
what has not been experienced, both the real (sat) and 
the unreal (asat) he sees all. He sees it him-self being all.”’ 


This passage is crucial in the explanation of the theory of 
self-projection and self-creativity. It promises to explain all dreams 
as if they were representations or reproductions of objects of the 
waking state in the state of sleep with such additions as will display 
its greatness. But the last sentence clinches the whole descrip- 
tion with the sentence “He sees it, himself being all.” This has 
more relevantly reference to the Supreme Being who is All, and 
not to one who imagines oneself to be god, and all. The explana- 
tion of the passage accordingly should be that though the imagery 
be those that have been once seen, heard and tasted and felt by 
the individual, their recurrences in his consciousness are not by any 
means due to the activity of himself but due to the divine Being, 
who is theInner Ruler Immortal. The reality of the dream as wellas 
its prognosticating or prophetic nature (non-existent or asat nature) 
are due to the will of the Lord, who is the Master of all Reality and 
Power of creative Maya. The Kaivalyopnisad says however that 
the good and evil enjoyment is due to the individual’s creation only, 
of his own world: Svapne sa jivah sukhaduhkhabhokta svamayaya 
kalpitavisvaloke....”(Kaivalya Up. 13). 


But how could the individual create for himself anything so 
hopelessly miserable as these dreams, and then seek to transcend 
these by annihilating all? It may be that dreams of fear and evil 
are creations of ignorance. With an ignorance coupled with a 
state of utter loss of consciousness when one is helpless, can any 
one create anything? Some thinkers deem it possible, because 
following the general principle enunciated by the Mandikopanisad, 
they refer the Taijasa activity of the second plane to the individual 
soul and not to the universal Self. But such a reference, whilst, 
at first look, right and flattering to the individual, does not 
seem to be correct. The creators of dream, even according to 
modern psychologists, are not the individual’s imagninative wills 
but some force, described as Elan Vital, Unconscious, libido or 
some deep and primitive force that seeks to make man regress into 
animal life in dreams. This is not the individual’s nature taken 
as such; but what in his biological adventure, he has gathered as 
the heritage of evolution, which it is his conscious aim to disgorge 
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and transcend. Undoubtedly, this has its modern touch, the 
egoistic touch, but the explanations of the dreams, despite the fact 
that some dreams are explained by some deep and unexplained 
complexes and repressions, are on the whole as speculative in their 
explanations as the ancient view that refers these to psychic forces 
or Force which is of the moral Lord Self within the individual. 
Infinite capacity for a finite mind is the paradox that results from 
the theory which holds that dreams are individual self-creations. 


The physiological aspect of dreams is dealt with in the minor 
upanisads. The Paingalopanisad says that that the Svapna_ state 
is that in which the senses are at rest, and wherein there is mani- 
festation of the knower and the known along with the affinities of 
(things enjoyed in) the waking-state: Karanoparame jagrat sarmskara- 


rthaprabodhavad _ grahya-grahakariipasphuranam  svapnavastha 
bhavati. (II. 12.) 


This clearly supports the view that the contents of the dream- 
experiences are sensory, and are nothing new because already 
experienced. But non experienced features or correlations or 
suggestions might crop up in the dreams. These must be conceived 


to be due to the power of the inward Ruler Immortal, who dispenses 
moral deserts to each individual. 


The Sdrirakopanisad lays stress on the fact that the senses, 
internal as well as external, are inactive, though the antahkarana 
which consists of memory, affinities, selfness and buddhi, is active 
in dream state :-Antahkaranacatustayaireva samyuktah svapnah. (14) 


This does not conflict with the view already enunciated. 
Though the organism which is utilised in dream-experiences is 
identical with that used during waking state. The spirit that uses 


it is not the individual self but its Inner Lord, who is also the Lord 
of all souls, sarvaniyanta. 


The Sarvasaropanisad declares that in dream the atman ex- 
periences subtly through the fourteen organs (the five organs of 
knowledge and the five motor organs and the four-fold antahkarana) 
associated with the affinities of the waking condition, sound, and 
other objects which are of the form of affinities, created for the 
time being, even in the absence of (gross) sound and others: Tad- 
yasanasahitais caturdagakaranaih Sabdadyabhave’pi vasanamayaf- 
chabdadin yadopalabhate tadatmanah svapnam. (1) 
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This view is clearly understandable as granting a physiological 
basis for the sensory reproduction of past experiences. 


The Varah panisad (II. 61) declares that ‘‘The moving about of 
buddhi in the subtle nadis constitute the dreaming state . In me 
without the act of moving about there is no dreaming.” : 


Siksmandadisu saficaro buddheh svapnah prajayate! 
Saficdrarahite mayi svapno na vidyate!! 


This is a description of dream, not as the state of utter inaction 
and fatigue or rest, but as a state of dynamic movement or ex- 
ploratory activity of the self in its cognitive experience, namely 
buddhi exclusively 


The Hamsopanisad says that the dream occurs when the jiva 
moves on the pericarp of the heart-lotus, and when it enters the 
centre of the lotus, then there is deep sleep. This merely substan- 
tiates the view that it is during the period of the soul’s moving out 
of its‘lair of deep sleep’ that there happens dream. The intermediate 
state, mentioned by the Brhadaranyaka is recapitulated in terms of 
mystic description of the heart-lotus as the place of Igvara, as is 
spoken of in the Bhagavddgita. 


The Maitropanisad’ propounds the view that “In the three 
a quarter of Brahma moves, a three quarter in the last. For the 
sake of experiencing the true and the false, the great Atman has 
a dual nature. Yea! the great 4tman has dual nature.” 


The Mandukya: * affirms the greatness of Brahman in the 
Svapna-state. The state is entirely subjective, but it is not the 
individual subject who is the creator. That function indeed belongs 
to the Supreme. For in this dream-state there is duality of subject 
and object. 


The Kathopanisad ®states that “He who is awake in those who 
sleep. That is the Bright, That is Brahman, That alone is Immortal, 
All worlds are contained in it and no one goes beyond:” 


1, Maitri. Up. VI. 11 8. cf Re Vedic view X. 90. 
2. Mandikya Up. XV. 
3. Katha Up. IT ii. 8. 
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Ya yesa suptesu jagarti kamam kamam puruso nirmimanah! 
Tadeva sukram tadbrahma tadevamrtam ucyate! 
Tasmin l6kah Sritah sarve tadu natyeti kescana! Etadvai tat. 


This clinches the issue about the discussion between the indi- 
sidual and the Supreme Being as to who the creator is. As for 
the physiological state of the organism during sleep and the psychic 
apparatus in action during sleep and dream, there is nothing that 
prevents the individual experiencing directly the psychic external 
forces, and certainly there is nothing that prevents the individual 
soul from experiencing any experiences granted to it by its own 
inner and yet transcendent Ruler. 


ili 
Dream in Sri Ramanuja’s Philosophy 


We shall see in the following pages that Sri Ramanuja holds 
the view that dream-state is a state intermediate, that it is the period 
of experiencing moral deserts, that the creations are by the Supreme 
Lord for the enjoyment of the individual soul as reward for such 
activities as are of minor importance, that it is that which leads to 
the deep sleep-state. The prophetic quality in dreams such as 
are mentioned in the Chandogyopanisad is due to the characteristic 
activity of the Supreme.* 


The intermediate states is described by the Brhadaranyakopa- 
nisad (IV. iii. 1.) thus 


‘‘ There are no chariots in that state, no horses, no roads; 
then he creates chariots, horse and roads. There are no 
blessings, happiness, joys and soon. For he is the creator.’ 


To whom does this power to create belong? The Vedanta 
sitra (III. ii. 2.). states the pirvapaksa that the individual soul is 
the creator. The next sitra (III. ii. 3.) refutes it, and says that these 
dreams are due to Mayda, are created by the Lord through His 
Maya. The supreme person, and not the individual soul, is the 
creator, for the individual is a creature and not a creator. He 
who is awake in those who sleep, He is the person who creates all. 
The dream is not an illusory experience. It is a real experience. 


1. Vedanta Siitras: II] ii. 1-6. 
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It has a meaning and an ethical purpose. The Maya ‘transforms’ 
the experiences and makes them more or less pleasing to the indi- 
vidual. This transformation is not wrought by ignorance but by 
intelligence that is just and good. The theory of Mahimd greatness, 
is identical with the theory propounded regarding Maya. It is 
the activity of the Supreme Lord through His creative power of 
great wonder and power. It is not an illusion causing power, 
though such indeed may be the power of a blinding excellence 
and transcendent effect It is a phrase that expresses wonder, 
ascaryavaci, conveying the sense of superior-power. It is true 
that the individual might experience this Mayd in a two fold manner, 
one being an experience of wonder, and the other of illusion. 


Further the individual self being bound, cannot do anything. 
It is through his growing sense of intelligence that he could, in 
some measure, reach up to creativity, till finally, on release from his 
body as well as all material connection, he becomes, though not 
master of Mdyd, at least capable of creating someting by the grace 
of the Lord. It is fundamental to all creativity that he who creates 
must have divine intelligence. The Unconscious can create nothing, 
not even dreams. It is said that the slighted dream protests more 
vigorously than the objects of the waking state, but at least in waking 
state the individual is in exercise of his limited intelligence and 


consciousness, whereas in sleep he is unconscious. The dreams 
that occur to such an individual, according to Sti Ramanuja, could 
only be those that the Lord wills him to experience through his own 
psychic apparatus (of which also He is the Lord.) The individuals 
capacity being utterly limited, and the dream-experiences being 
avowedly far beyond his awakened and waking capacities, it is 
necessary to affirm that the Supreme Lord alone can grant him such 
visions. Therefore dreams partake of the quality of visions and 
not of hallucinations. This is a very important difference. That 
some of these experiences might be such that have been reviewed 
by the individual, or so made to be reviewed by the Lord, is due to 
the important moral appeal and retributive nature of those dreams. 
But there are dreams of prophetic quality, dreams such as almost 
any Hindu knows, and about which there is sufficient literature in 
almost all religions, which are said to convey the commands of God. 
The whole literature of Alvars is full of such experiences. It is true 
that these dreams require careful study. But one thing is certain. 


Do ee 
1. Dr. R. Nagaraja Sarma holds this to be the comprehensive theory of 
dream in Upanisadic philosophy, in the Jour. Oriental Research, Madras, 
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These dreams become true. eeidizal’s dreams can never have, 
despite intense sankalpa or volition or desire, this realizing quality. 
As a matter of fact individual creative imagination has a de-realizing 
quality. That deep volitions could invade dreams is not unlikely, 
but that they should get realization is not due to intensity or to 
overtaking things by storm, but because their sources are adrsta, 
unknown, in the words of Nydya Vaisesika. If we ask what this 
unknown principle is, we find that it is a cloak to hide ignorance. 
Rightly Sri Ramanuja says that the creator of reality being the 
Supreme Lord, the dream-creations are creations of the Lord, 
granting pre-pleasure and hopes of realization. It is not wish- 
fulfilment, for indeed the individual soul is a beggar who wishes 
to ride. “That which depends on one’s own wish can have no 
prophetic quality: and as ill-fortune is not desired, the dreamer 
would create for himself only such visions as would indicate good 
fortune Hence, the creation which takes place in dreams can be 
the Lord’s work only ”-(Sti BAdsya III. ii. 6.) Svapnadhyayavidagca 
svapnam subhasub aydssiicakam dcaksate. Sirakatvam ca svasan 
kalpayattasya nopapadyate; tatha casubhasydnistat vacchubhasya 
stiicakameva &rstva pasyet. Atah svapne &rstir i8varenaiva krta. 


Thus the arguments for the dreams being creations of the indi- 
vidual are baseless. Much of what an individual dreams to be his 
imaginations come to him with an objectivity and reality and transcen- 
dence not traceable to him, though they are expressed or presented 
in terms that he could personally more than any other 
understand. Thus the creative activity of the Lord through his 
Maya is clearly established. Further, the state of his psychic life 
during dreams, precludes his creatorship since he is more a receiver 
of impressions than the maker of them. He might even be the 
hero, as he is intended to be, of his dreams, but that does not mean 
that he is the creator of himself. The dreams have the nature of 
being the fruits of the individual’s actions; they are the results of 
his karma in his waking-state, the fruits that are daily dispensed, 
since they refer to minor deeds. 

We can now sum up the Indian Dream Psychology according 
to Sri Ramanuja. 

1. A finite, unintelligent or ignorant being, and asleep, 
can create nothing not even self-delusions and illusions. An 
infinite Being, absolutely intelligent and eternally awake, alone 
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can create Reality that i is Sat because it is cit and ananda, the creative 
sign of Perfection and utter transcendence (Tait Up Anandavalli). 
Reality made or created by Jévara only. None else except those 
whose intelligence is informed by the Lord and who have got 
rid of their material natures and bodies can ever create anything 
that is real. 


2. In the universal function of creation as a whole there 
is no place for the individual. (Sri Bhdsya I. 1. 2). The self- 
illusive power is one of ignorance. But it cannot be called creation 
or manifestation because its function is to hide to veil, and not 
to manifest. The entire real creative activity jagadvyapdara, is 
of the Lord; as it is in Prakrti or Nature, so it is in the case of 
dreams, which are creations within the individual. 


3. All dreams are real, because they are not subjectively 
caused by oneself. They have prophetic character as well as 
ethical justification. They evoke feelings of joy and sorrow and 
ecstasy and pleasure. Good dreams leave after-results of bodily 
fitness, whilst evil dreams leave one physically weak. 


4. In so far as the individual becomes self-controlled and 
participates in the life of the Divine and leads a moral life of self- 
consecration and self surrender to the Divine, he would get himself 
freed from evil dreams. And if his moral life increases in its 
intensity, the dreams themselves lead to real experiences. That is 
to say, the true dreams, dreams that are bridges to reality, occur. 


Such a man’s dreams become true. Mind becomes the bridge 
to the supreme consciousness. When the true dream is said to 


happen at twilight the sandhyd, between the waking and the deep 
sleep, between the jdgrat and the susupti, what is suggested is 
that it leads to the ultimate transcendence which is by way of 
making the consciousness in dream essentially receptive of the 
Divine Creative manifestation within oneself, a creative mani- 
festation that is at once of joy and bliss, of reality, and prophetic 
of the future. 


5. In the quiet recipient mind alone there happens, and 
can happen, true creation; it is then that it is the “‘ pleasure ground ” 
of the Lord. In that, Bliss is the Master. Dreams are true and 
objective and are essentially moral deserts of minor: actions, good 
and bad, 
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This is the conclusion that Sri Ramanuja arrives at. 


Without taking into consideration the mainly theological 
explanation of the dream state given by Sri Ramanuja and limiting 
our criticism to two fundamental postulates of the theory of 
dreams propounded by him, we find that: 


@ Not all dreams are of the prophetic type. It may be that 
the prophetic type of dream is the dream that would be really 
true and valuable for human conduct. It may be that we ought 
to demand of our dream-experience more and more conformity 
to this type. The fact that our normal experience does not conform 
to this one type is sufficient criticism against its complete acceptance. 


(ii) The second type of dream is that of retributive nature. 
This retributive view might be held in one of two ways or even 
both, according to the intensity of conscience at work in dream- 
states. 


Dreams might be reactions, terrific and explosive, of waking 
conscious behaviour, as in the case of Lady Macbeth, Richard II], 
or even as in so many cases of murderers, where sweet sleep refuses 
to come in to drown the impressions and leaves them in night-mares. 
The dream night-mares are sufficient punishments for misbehaviour. 
What hallucinations are to waking life, that is nightmare to the 
dream-life. 


That the reactions are certainly not the autonomous compen- 
sations of the nervous system or idividual’s conscience, is certain 
Explanations are not wanting in referring this to the social ‘ super. 
ego,’ and other such psychomythical entities. The Karma theory 
of retributive justice wherein there is not only a code of penalties 
for transgressions but also rewards for conformities and good 
behaviour, is capable of explaining the principle of retributive 
dream. The only rub is that the Dream Penal Code is not available 
anywhere. We feel in our hearts the presence of the law. We 
perhaps have sufficient belief in God’s justice and goodness to 
feel that right shall have its rewards and wrongs their punishments; 
but the law of retributive action is the law that is beyond our under- 
standing in so far as actual connections between punishments 
and their causes are concerned. The theory that general happiness 
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and of general deterioration of consciousness result from good or 
bad deeds is not acceptable at‘least in the sphere of dream-inter- 
pretation. 


Further, the moral theory of dream as deserts for minor mis- 
demeanours or good offices is quite welcome, only the language 
of recompense and retribution is speculative and appears to be 
unreal. It remains a mystery how Caraka was able to link up 
certain dreams with diseases of a particular kind and certain other 
dreams with successes and recovery. For that matter, the 
Chdandogya’s interpretation of dream of woman as meaning success 
is also inexplicable. Perhaps the only truth behind these is that 
these theories are due to the ‘ consensus of opinion’ at that date. 
Varying cultural environments lead to varieties of interpretations. 


The eloquent tribute that Prof. C.G. Jung pays to Indian 
psychological insight bears reproduction here. “Our western 
air of superiority in the presence of Indian Understanding is a 
part of our essential barbarism, for which any true perception 
of the quite extraordinary depth of those ideas and their amazing 
psychological accuracy is still but a remote possibility.’”! 


Despite this, it is clear that the distinction between the inner 
creative power of the Divine and the individual is not clearly marked 
out by these thinkers. At any rate, we find that the symbolism? 
underlying the several interpretations leaves much scope for future 
research. The general principle that no creation of the real 
experience ever happens without real creative power is absolutely 
correct. Illusions are due to defects of the organism and emotional 
states such as excitement, or due to really existing similarities 
in the objects enjoyed. The hallucinatory theory of dreams is 
not warranted by facts of the normal order. To explain the normal 
by means of the abnormal is a modern hobby; but the normal 
is a more complex phenomenon than what the one-sided theories 
originating from the sphere of the abnormal make it owt to be. 


Even granting that some dreams are no better than illusions, 
we might say that the dreams are real, because they have real 
causes. Physical stimuli, psychological stimuli, moral causes, 
psychical influences in the receptive state of dream are real and 


1. Psychological Types p. 262. 
- 2 C.G, Jung: Psychology and Alchemy. 
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do actually produce results. Dreams possess causes and have 
certain definite ends: either to be defensive mechanisms, or to be 
the moral fields realizing happiness or sorrow for the individual. 
Anything that has a cause and a consequence or end is real. Dreams 
undoubtedly possess this characteristic. It may be contended 
that another criterion of reality might vitiate this view. But 
what else is the criterion of reality? It cannot be momentariness 
or noneternity. Dreams are necessarily links between several 
planes of consciousness and possess diverse qualities or phenomena, 
namely, (1) facts of the presentative order. (2) of the representative 
order (3) of the creative order and (4) of the physiological order. 
Therein lies the difficulty of giving a single interpretation for these 
phenomena. Sri Ramanuja’s view in so far as it focusses attention 
on the moral and the prophetic views, which clinch the issue between 
individual and Divine creationisms, is a contribution to the study 
of further possibilities of a truly creative consciousness. It is 
not ruled out certainly for an eternally vigilant consciousness, 
in its periods of intensive manifestation, to create for itself dreams, 
but then such a state might well cease to be a dream-state. The 
dream-state thus gets abolished finally. 


IV 


DREAM IN INDIAN MEDICAL SCHOOLS AND 
MODERN PSYCHOLOGY. 


So far I have shown that the theory of dreams of Sri Ramanuja 
is an enlargement of the Vedic view. I shall now show that the 
theories put forward by the Indian physiological and medical 
schools converge. towards the theory propounded already and also 
that modern theories are not so very advanced as they at first 
sight appear to be. 


The nature of dreams generally has been studied, not from 
the point of view of psychology, but mostly from the stand-point 
of the theory of knowledge in the several schools. The study 
of dreams, however, is necessarily a question not merely as to 
what they are as processes of the mind, but also as to what the 
contents of such experiences are. 
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The physiological and ntedical school of Indian thought, 
as found in the writings of Caraka, definitely studies dreams from 
the stand-point of how and why dreams occour. 


The “learned know that dreams are of seven kinds, 
namely, seen, heard, felt desired, imagined, prognosticating, 
and fault-born, ” says Caraka.* 


Thus the dreams are of sensory kind, of volitional kind and 
of the imaginative kind, and in addition to these we have the patho- 
logical dreams,? There is the authority of Ribot® that there are 
dreams wherein taste as well as smell predominate. We know 
from our own experience that there are dreams which clearly 
are of the gustatorial kind, as well as of the olfactory. This theory 
corresponds with the view that there are types of men whose 
perception is naturally of any one of the five or six-kinds of sen- 
sations. That is, there are people who see songs, taste songs 
or smell songs, just as there are people who hear or taste or smell 
or feel a picture and so on. They are known as auditory, visual, 
olfactory, gustatory and tactual types. Therefore it is that some 
people have dreams wherein there are auditory or visual. & etc., 
images in prominence. 


The sensory, the volitional, and the imaginary are normal 
dreams. The abnormal are the pathological and the prophetic 
dreams. The pathological state might itself be capable of being — 
the seat of prognosis. Prophetic dreams occur under peculiar 
physiological conditions not usually normal. The pathogenic 
types are due to dissociations of memory, and physiological diseases. 
The prophetic types of dreams are indeed the most significant 
part of dream-life. No theory of dream is acceptable unless it 
could in some definite manner explain the prophetic dreams. 
Pathological dreams could be explained perhaps as due to the 


1. Indriyasthadna V. 42. Of. 


2. W Lutoslawski mentions another class of dreamsin his Pie Existence 
and Re incarnation p.90. “Short of complete reminiscence certain dreams may — 
imply forgotton lives...—Sometimes people and places known from dreams are 
met later or in the waking state recognized. 

3. Psychology of Emotions p. 142. ' 

4, It m also possible that people of any one of the above types might 
experience other types of imagery as compensations in dream-state. That is 
one of the reasons why dreams appear and uncommon and novel. 
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interference of the uddis (nerves) that carry the impressions 
of the external objects to the sensorium or the mind by the three 
faults of wind, bile and phlegm” (Caraka). They may be due to 
the chief cause, as asserted by the modern thinkers and psycho- 
analysts who have revolutionized our ideas of dream-life, namely, 
dissociation of mental life. This dissociation is a common enough 
phenomenon as William Brown has affirmed in his Science and 
Personality, as could be seen in the very ordinary acts of classi- 
fication and regulation of daily work. We dissociate our 
experiences in order to establish order and efficiency in our life. 
Without some sort of planned grouping it is impossible to be 
mentally or even physically efficient. To emphasize dissociation 
and not to take into account association is wrong. What exactly 
happens in dreams is that some tendencies which are fundamental 
to life, like self-preservation and self-perpetuation which in waking, 
consciousness appear as self and sex have the power to attach 
themselves to their respective experiences of the waking life and 
to-appear always in that specific grouping. This is the association 
and the dissociation that happen in regard to specific interests. 
Thus attachment becomes more firm through exercise. Finally 
there is no life or being for the interest apart from its amplified 
experiences, nor for the experiences apart from the nucleus of 
interest. This is the meaning of specificity in William McDougall’s 
phraseology, of instincts in animals, and of interests in human 
beings. This specificity is generally useful for the preservation 
of human life and action. Each one of our actions is individual, 
that is, the end each seeks is different indeed from those of others. 


But when is dissociation, or association its correlative, patho- 
genic? It is when there happens obstruction of a serious nature 
incapable of being faced by the individual that the dissociation 
which was helpful in organizing life, becomes a serious menace 
to the unity of the organism. The struggle for unity or for self 
it is that disjuncts interests, seeks organization of life’s several 
experiences on the basis of new wants and for the sake of meeting 
new situations. Either we plan our life afresh or we perish. When, 
however, it is found that the individual is incapable of making 
this adjustment of his mental life, by breaking the groupings in 
order to bring about a new order, there happens what is called 
mania (monoideism), meloncholia and depressive insanity, halluci- 
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nation and other diseases. The source of this incapacity hes 
in the emotional life of the individual. Every instinct or interest 
has, as it were, a quantity of energy for its fulfilment. McDougall 
made this point rather clear when he said that every instinct has 
its specific emotion. When Professors James and Lange stated 
their much criticized, and perhaps even abandoned, theory of 
emotions,—that we run and then are afraid,—the truth which 
they attempted to establish was that fear is the psychological 
state of the body, whereas its counterpart was the motor act of 
running away, that they are one and the same thing viewed, of 
course, from two not mutually irreconcilable standpoints. So we 
find that the energy of performance when impeded, finds its 
dissociation (or association, emphasized in the mental sphere. 
But as has been pointed out by Prof. Hollingworth, in his Psycho- 
logy of Thought, this dissociation or association, which he calls 
“ redintegration,” is not something exclusively of the dream state. 
The very fact that such ‘ redintegrations ’ do normally occur even 
in the waking state, where also the life-interests dominantly seek 
to play their roles and achieve or realize their goals, shows that 
the processes, said to be specially of the Unconscious, are not such. 
Of course, there is possible the explanation that what we knew 
of reality in the waking state is just a segment, the central umbra 
of consciousness, the others shading off into the sub-conscious 
and the unconscious. Such indeed is the explanation of most 
of our biological theories. Consciousness is the smallest fragment 
of the Unconscious that has become conscious due to life-interests 
finding no other way of meeting new situations. Consciousness, 
it has been said by Prof. Claparde, is a consequence of interference, 
cr rather it is consciousness of interference. 


We shall not be able to canvas the above theories in all their 
details at this place. Suffice it to say that the theory of Unconscious 
is not specially of the dream consciousness. Because dream 
consciousness is also a state of unconsciousness or an ‘ intermediate ’ 
stage between deep sleep and the waking, the theory of the so 
called Unconscious cannot be said to avail. Further the Uncon- 
scious is not such an unconscious, because we know something 
about it Obviously, that is the reason why the Unconscious is 
said to be dynamic Unconscious, that is, an Unconscious that is 


1. Studied via dream-experiences. 
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seeking to become conscious, an unintelligent that is seeking to 
become or parade as conscious intelligence. Indian thinkers have 
already come across a theory like this. It is not a new discovery. 
It is the prakrti of Samkhya, the Mayd of Vedanta of Sankara, the 
Ignorance of Buddhism. 


The new point about this theory is that it speaks of the 
experiences of the past or the constellations of interests that have 
been in some manner relinquished in waking-life as undergoing 
‘transformation.’ What is this transformation about? Into 
what does it transform itself? These two questions are important. 
The transformation occurs on account of two facts. Every sensory 
stimulus does get its reaction or response from the body. When 
the body is awake, or rather, when the sense organs are alert, 
then there is correct reception of the outer stimulus. If on the 
other hand, the sense-organs are asleep, that is to say, when they 
are either closed or inattentive, as in the ‘ Intermediate State’ 
or the twilight of consciousness, we have the reflex activity of the 
sense-organs taken up by the brain-centres directly. There happens 
confusion,: vikara, transformation, constellating or grouping of 
past similar experiences around it, and, thus, we have the primitive 
formations of symbols of new types distinct indeed from the ordinary 
analogous substitutions of the wakinglife. As already said, 
symbols are the life and soul of all thinking, but in dream the 
symbols are not merely the life and soul, they are the stage also 
of their entire drama. 


The principle of transformation is a well understood fact 
in Indian Psychology. Objects of the waking consciousness 
recur in dream state; nothing that was not in the waking occurs 
in the dream-state. The presentative theory of dreams which 
holds that there in no dream without some outer or inner stimulus 
of the sensory kind which, so to say, starts the process of dreaming, 
is held by the Nydya thinkers. This is said to be the reason for the 
particularity that is the characteristic of dreams. It is possible 
to think in general terms or in terms of generality, but it is impossible 
to dream in terms of generality. All impressions are particular 


1. ‘“ Desire, confusion, anxiety and recollection of sense-objects, these 
are the four kalas that belong to the dreaming state”. Lalitd-sahasranama. 


2. Of. A. N. Whitehead: Symbolism and C. Spearman: Creative Mind. 
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and represent general ideas. What is the meaning of the world 
‘symbol,’ and however much these symbols might be made to 
stand for a class of objects or impressions of experiences, they are 
particular and refuse to be converted into general ideas. The 
function of these transformations or correlative references or sym- 
bolic substitutions is suggestion. And suggestion though it is 
importantly dealt with in Aesthetics under the concept of dhvani, 
is indeed all in the dream-land. A faint or sharp and intense 
gleam of light affecting the closed eye in sleep kindles, so to say, 
the images of Moon in the bright half of the month, and assumes 
colours and fantastic forms that dreams only can conjure up. 
A faint rustle or a whistle perhaps calls up the imaginary train, 
or of thoughts and impressions of the beloved, and so on, according 
to the predominant mood or state of mind that is avid to catch 
at something to feed upon and enjoy or be afraid of and wild in 
terror. In this sense, the dream-state is very near artistic life. 
Whereas the control on the artist’s mind is conscious and deliberate, 
possessed of the dominant idea which he seeks to paint or chistle 
or carve, the dream-state at least has not that conscious aim. 
Gonzalo R. Lafora says ‘“‘ Dreams, like artistic creations, are 
attempts of the Unconscious mind to dominate and to overcome 
the conscious, that is to say, they are attempts at returning to the 
primitive life in which the individual satisfied his desires without 
regard to the interests of the species.’”! 


This view is not altogether warranted, since it speaks about 
the dream as if it were entirely an escape-phenomenon, an escape 
from our moral and cultural life to the primitive self-sufficient 
egotistic life of self-satisfaction. It is enough to call this position 
as not true to all facts. Animals are as much gregarious as 
ourselves; and as for primitive men, studies into primitive culture, 
do not reveal that egoistic thrust, at any rate, to the extent that 
Lafora claims for them. Studies of Frazer, Bartlett and others 
clearly show that the social life of the primitives has certainly 
not an abnormal stress on the egoistic, and in spite of the system 
of toboos and totems which social life amongst them has enforced, 
they are not people who suffer from dreams to the same extent 
as modern men suffer from. Dreams in the primitive society 
are few. They are dreaded. The dreamers were ig A to es 


1. Don Juan and other Psychological Studies, p. 173. ° 


DREAMS 187 


equal to the witches. Dream was deemed to be a deep disease 
and not a common ailment. The reason is not far to seek; the 
redintegration in the life of the primitive is undeveloped or under- 
developed, just as in the case of infants. Dreams involve high 
suggestibility, correlative ‘frenzy’ as it were, that makes them 
phenomena of a different order than what Psycho-analysis on 
the basis of any one fundamental instinct like sex (Freud) or 
superiority neurosis (Adler), or as actions of a racial or universal 
libido Jung) can explain. The importance of dream study lies 
in its showing its efficient and abnormal correlative synthesis. 
Psychic defects tend to exaggerate the neurosis set up by the 
suggestibility of correlations between experiences and objects 
that usually do not tend to be grouped or analogued. 


The state of dream in which such frenzied correlations happen 
is not the deep sleep, despite Du Prel who holds that deep sleep 
alone can give us an estimable and real cue into the dream life of 
the self. 


Now, therefore, one conclusion at last emerges that inter- 
pretations of sensory stimuli undergo transformations in the dream 
state when the outer reception through the sense-organs is not 
available. The nervous system responds as a whole in the reception 
of the stimuli, even though otherwise non-active. 


The second question that we addressed ourselves to was into 
what does a stimulus transform itself? Certainly into images. The 
content of the dream-experiences is not different from the experien- 
ces of our waking state. That is, the images appear to be just what 
we have already experienced. The visual, auditional, gustatory, 
and tactual impressions convert themselves into images, and 
all our experiences appear to be exactly like the represen- 
tations of our waking life. The dream images have the same 
vivacity and intensity of the objects of waking life unlike memory 
images which fail to retain existential vivacity. No new and 
- unknown things, that is to say, images of things that we have not 
seen, ever occur. In other words, as the representative view of 
dreams holds we do not get new knowledge through dreams. The 
past unrolls itself before us in our dreams. But this view 
is not altogether true, since we know that we do perceive 
new correlations worked out by the active explorative symbolic 
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action of the mind, and it is affirmed by very many investigators 
that they do get at new knowledge in dreams. Also dreams that 
are prophetic are new, and do not depend upon man’s unconscious 
volitions. Man unfortunately can create nothing without knowledge; 
and the ability to create without knowledge is the basic principle of 
Unconscious activity. The view that Bergson upholds that there 
is no sleep-state at all, that we only get limited views of reality ‘ 
through the selves of senses,! and that in dream we are nearer the 
core of the ubiquitous reality, and are, on the whole, in closer touch 
with the outer reality, is, assuming it to be true, incapable of being 
justified on the basis of the inner symbolic references and transfor- 
mations that happen to reality in our dream-life. The senses 
are said to be externally active in the waking state, and interiorly 
active in the dream-state according to Udayana and writers of the 
Nyaya school, because the objects in the dream state appear as if 
they are external to the individual just as in waking experiences. 
This position is utilised by certain other thinkers to say that the 
objectivity that we do find in dream is not real objectivity, but a 
subjective positing, a placing outside so to say, and as such unreal or 
subjective creations. This view it is that is upheld by the Vijfanavadins 
and added to their theory of perpetual momentariness, it means 
that they have characteristic shiftings of correlations, and as such 
they are momentary, not merely in the sense that they cease on our 
waking up, but also in the sense that they are, even within dreams, 
not of any duration. 


The upshot of the whole discussion is that in dreams we have 
sensory images, and the contents of the experiences do not go beyond 
what we know. Representations of past experiences happen, 
and no objects other than what we know appear, though there 
might happen new correlations. Bergson’s view of dream is un- 
acceptable, since the dream-state is a state of recipience. Though 
there is a type of activity that apparently is free from the limitations 
of the waking consciousness and the constraints of external objects, 
the dream-state suffers from limitations, indeed, more serious than 
the previous, in so far as it is not a conscious-state of life. That 
't possesses a rationality of its own, that the associative processes 
in the dream-state are governed by certain fundamental interests 


1. Lecture at the Institute Psychologique’ 1901 (Mind-Energy): E. Tr. H. 
Wildon Carr). 
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need not be gainsaid, but it is not substantitéd that reveals the 
creative activity of the individual as such. Therefore Mrs. Arnold 
Forster’s view that in dreams there is reasoning or a rationale might 
well be accepted; we find that only when we retrace or carefully 
recollect the dream. The dream-poetry of Coleridge, the dream-novel 
writing of R.L. Stevenson, are recollective visions, and as Mrs. 
Arnold Forster herself affirms, there is an objectivity of the dream 
which it is difficult to refer to the individual’s intellgent or creative 
action. The phenomena of induced drowsiness cannot be called 
dreams. 


Mrs. Forster says “‘If it is sometimes hard to believe that the 
actors who took part in these dreams come, not from without but 
from within our own consciousness, the belief is even harder in 
the case of dreams which seem to give back to us for a little while 
the presence of those whom we have loved, and who are parted 
from us. They come to us in ‘clear and solemn vision’-—we do 
not question how they come; their presence seems for the moment 
as real as the comfort that they bring.’ 


The theory of two selves is interesting. She calls the other 
self, the guide, the infallible helper of her dreaming consciousness, 
once we accept him and take shelter under his wings. The status 
of Antaryamin in Indian Dream Psychology comes readily to mind. 
The individual in sleep seeks rest in the heart-lotus, where dwells 
the Lord within. The Inner Ruler Immortal has His home in the 
heart of all creatures. As the Hamsopanisad says the soul moves in 
the pericarp of the heart-lotus in the intermediate state of dream 
- prior to sinking into the centre of the lotus. The function of ex- 
periencing, cognizing and enjoying is yet with the individual, deprived 
though he is from the volitional or active motor functions. The 
cognizing function continues yet in a very subdued state in the 
third state but no longer does the individual experience his experien- 
ces, past or present. It is in the second state, as the Mandukyopa- 
nisad says, the individual revels in emotional experiences. The 
pranic forces help actively perceiving experiences but without their 
motor concomitants. This state cannot be said to be comparable 
to the ideational state of exploratory imagination, the trying out 
of alternatives on paper or by diagramatic representations, prior to 
a 

1. Studies in Dreams. p. 178. 
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action. Dream chy be a child state of “the enchanted tower’, 
but it is not the state of primitive regression, except in pajpolaiieti 
cases of frustration or exaggerated self-egoism or shock. 


We have said that there is a guide in the state of dream, the 
friend who helpfully takes us into the tower of wonders, the ‘Ivory 
tower’ of poets in which they seek refuge from the bustle and hustle 
of active life. Of Moral life there is no evidence, but there is quiet 
and joy. As the Brhaddranyaka said, it is a pleasure-house of 
toys, chariots, horses and what not. But there are also the evil 
dreams which we have to experience, since of such is our active life 
in the world made. Moral life makes dreams happy, immoral life 
brings about dreams that are of fear, terror and misery. Fear is 
at the root of most dreams that are unhappy. Fear is at the root 
of moral delinquency, and the conquest of fear it is that conquers 
dreams that are evil. In this conquest trust in the Lord, as in the 
case of Yoga which counsels J3varapranidhana, is absolutely neces- 
sary. The sustaining hand of a guide in the distress of mere 
emotional outbursting of inner life at the mercy of outerforces, 
psychic and physical, as well as inner forces of habitual nature, 
it is that thwarts evil. What citta vrttinirodha achieves in Yoga, 
that is what is also sought to be achieved by devotion to the 
Divine Lord. The quiet resigned attitude of the individual finite 
soul towards the fruits of karma dispensed in waking-life as well 
as in dream-life of the form of joys in waking life and pleasant 
recreations in dream-life, leads finally to the transcendence which 
grants utter felicity, 


A higher consciousness that knows more and not less, a power 
within us that is superior to us, which whilst individually in each 
is transcendent in all, that alone can explain the prophetic dream. 
Dream in its fullest significant sense can only be this, according 
to some thinkers. It is not the so called dream that is not different 
from the day-dream, or the imaginations, but the prophetic dream 
that makes the future true, that is significant of the dream life. 
Secondly, if wish-fulfilment is said to be that which is achieved in 
dreams, as compensations for failures or successes during the 
waking state, more or less intense reflexions of waking experiences 
and their psychic retroactivities, then it is not true in regard to 
all experiences. Sometimes, or rather, more often than not, 
we find that we dream not at our will, but at the dictation of some 
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other self’ No doubt the dictation might come from the patho- 
logical state moving in its own manner, or it might be from the 
physical or physiological condition at a particular moment. All 
the evidence that we have shows that dreams, even wish-fulfilments, 
are not to be bad at our will; they are not made to order. Mrs 
Arnold Forster though holding the view that dreams could be 
created by her, finally says that she even was not able to get dreams 
when she wanted them. In this case, dreams like mystic inspirations 
or inventions, as Prof. Montmasson has shown in his Inventions and 
the Unconscious do not wait on our will; rather we have to wait 
anxiously for their coming. 


Visistadvaita, as pointed out earlier, holds that the Divine 
Lord in every individual does all. In dream-state He Who is awake 
when all are asleep, Who is the master of creation, never devoid of 
intelligence, and Who has fullest Vikdsa, grants such dreams as 
the individual can understand and appreciate in terms of his own 
experiences. This is the reason why the contents of all deram- 
experiences are within each individual. The intimations of new 
things also are possible because the Lord within is transcendent to 
all individuals. The experiences through having peripheral stimula- 
tions undergo transformations according to the deserts of their 
actions. The moral view taken up by Visistddvaita is in keeping 
with the Vedic view which says that Varuna knows all that happens 
in the secret places of the heart and dispenses justice. The power 
of projecting the subjective facts outside is impossible to the indi- 
vidual antahkarana, buddhi or memory, since in the state of dream, 
despite their activity, they are receptive and not-self-active. 


The illusive power is not so much the power to illude, as it is 
to grant the individual enjoyment that he could understand and 
wish to possess. It is the granting of what he wishes to have that 
gives pleasure; the deprivation of what he wishes to have causes 
misery. Frustration is the lot of all. But even to achieve for the 
good acts one does, however slight they might be, deserts that are 
pleasure giving is to enable the individual to strive to do more good. 
The impossible(?) theory of karma that posits that our present 
birth, is a consequence of our past activities, where in the nature 


1. Buddhism holds that dreams might be due to clairvoyant influences 
Compendium of Philosophy, S. Z. Aung. p. 48, 


192 SRI RAMANUJA’S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE 


of the relationship between the act and its desert is not clearly 
indicated as in the Penal Codes of our human making, is in some 
manner mitigated by the karma-theory of dreams wherein we get 
our pleasurable deserts in our sleep. 


Caraka and other writers on svapna-3astra give us indications 
of a good dream and good life;! and there is a famous passage of 
the Chandogya which says that if one sees a woman in dreams success 
he there may recognize (V.2.9), Confucianism posits that dreams 
of snakes forehode daughters, though it is found that this is not 
true. On the other hand, certain experiences show that they fore- 
bode abortion. The dream of Maha Visnu for Sri Krsna devaraya 
meant according to certain of his astrologers and interpretors of 
dreams, “acquisition of more women”! (Amuktamdlyada. 1 18). 
The interpretation of dreams is as difficult as it could be. But 
the Psycho-analysis of Freud has not made the task easier. Here 
is another case of new mythology, but it does good in so far as we 
are forgetting old ones! 


Our individual wills operate undoubtedly in dream in a negative 
manner, a purely biological manner, of keeping watch over the 
body. The entire physiological system though at rest is aware 
indeed of itself. We know that when an unknown danger occurs 
we are awakened at once. But this does not warrant a complete 
statement of absolute creative activity of the self in dream. The 
psychological truth is that we are aware of our sleep-state, that 
is, that we were asleep, and that we slept soundly. But no more. 


_ Dreams thus form a very interesting study of our mental life 
its receptivity to outer forces, psychic (that is even of other higher 
powers perhaps) and physical though the normal dream is of the 
ethical type, due to the granting of pleasure or pain as deserts for 
our minor good activities by the Lord within. The more the 
dreamer becomes moral, receptive and capable of self-control 
the more true would his dreams become, that is, they more and 
more conform to the prophetic type of communion with the Divine 
One’s dreams get realised in a truer sense than one‘s wishes are 
said to get realised in the doctrine of Sankalpa-siddhi. 


i Caraka-samhita Chapter XII Indriasthdna; of. | a Sundarakanda ; 
ch. xxviii 9-24. Trijata’s Dreams of success to Rama and disaster to Ravaui: 


The descriptions are identical lending colour to the view that Caraka copied 
from the Ramayana. 


APPENDIX III 


THE ILLUSION OF IDENTITY OF THE BODY AND THE SELF 
In Visistadvaita> 


Almost all the schuols of Indian Thought hold the view that 
the primal mistake that man had committed and which has been 
the cause of his present miyratory and ignorant existence is due to 
an original ignorance which is of the form of a perceptual illusion, 
known as dehdtma-bhranti or bhrama. The explanation as to how it 
ever happened has not been properly explained, and it is therefore 
necessary to investigate the causes of this original illusion or present 
persistent delusion. !t would not be an answer to say that since 
we now raise the question that there is a body or mind apart from 
the other, and therefore are aware of their difference the illusion 
that the one is the other is now irrelevant. The philosophical 
schools execpting the cdrvakas or Indian materialists who did not 
have this problem at all, since they did not distinguish between the 
body and the soul, but only held that the soul is itself a product of 
the activities of the body and perhaps their constellations with cerfain 
nuclei of the combinations of atoms of four kinds, have decided 
that there was this illusion, bhrama which can be resolved only 
by extricating the characteristics of the soul from the body with 
which it has been identified. Thus in Buddhism we have the need 
to discover the atta, the permanent ? conscient or the real from the 
flux of congregates or aggregates (skandhas); in Jainism the soul 
as to be freed from the karma-matter that has infiltered into it 
and has restricted or limited its consciousness in side every way; 
and in Nyaya Vaisesika the soul has to be perceived as having other 
characteristics than those of the other categories; in Samkhya the 
self, the passive witness consciousness, has to realise itself as the 
passive witness it is and not the active buddhi or prakrti in which it 
finds itself to be mirrored; in Advaita Vedanta, the soul has to 
know itself as always free from the avidyd which has somehow en- 
veloped it; and in Bhedabheda the soul has to be known as different 


1. Submitted to the Sixth Session All India Oriental Conference 


Hyderabad, 1941. 
2. The original doctrine of Buddhism was Vibhajya vada, which held 


the above view. 
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from the updadhis or limiting adjuncts which limit its self luminosity ; 
and in Visistadvaita the soul must know itself as self-luminous in 
itself though its cognitive functional consciousness is contracted 
by karma and by the body subject to or product of avidya-karma. 
In every one of these cases, we have to discovering how the soul 
deludes itself into believing that it is the body that is itself? The 
judgment ‘I am stout’ sthilo’-ham, is a statement about the physical 
body, and cannot be considered to be a judgment that reveals the 
dehatma-bhrama, whereas it may be considered to be atma deha- 
bhrama, And this will be the conclusion that will be forced on 
us aS we proceed with the analysis of his problem. But before 
we try to investigate as to how that is even possible, we shall have 
to enquire further into this posing of the problem, which almost all 
thinkers have done. 


How does it ever happen that the characteristics of the soul 
are perceived as belonging to matter or to the body? This is the 
main problem. To answer this question, we have to enquire into 
the nature of the soul. The difficulty is precisely here. If we 
knew the precise qualities which are exclusively that of the soul 
and not of any substance other than the soul, we should be able 
to state it more clearly. The soul, it is agreed, is a consciousness 
cum-self-conscious entity having selfness (pratyaktva) oneness 
(ekatva), and agreeableness (anukilatva), The self-consciousness 
of the soul is of a luminous nature, which is its eternal characte- 
ristic. These three qualities are features of the ahamartha‘T’. These 
characteristics or qualites are in respect of the soul like the ‘silverness’ 
of the silver. 


In the illusion that the body is the Ahamartha or self, what 
we find is that the body possesses these characteristics of selfness 
and oneness and agreeableness. At least these characteristics | 
are found to be in the ensouled-body, even as is the case of ‘silverness’ 
in the nacre. If this were the case, the judgment that we make 
will have the form “This is conscious”, “This body is a unity”’, ‘This 
body is enjoyable”, and therefore the body will seek to live and 
increase and enjoy. This is precisely what we do in our actions; 
we seek to hold on to the life in this body; we seek to increase and 
grow; and we cling on to the body as the most enjoyable thing in 
the universe. 


DEHATMABHRAMA: 195 


These judgements are, it might be noted, not of the same kind 
as ‘lam stout’ ‘I am starving’ ‘I am so and so’. The body in dehatma- 
bhrama is seen to have the attributes of the soul, by a kind of a 
transference of attributes belonging to the soul to the body. Thus 
nacre is mistaken for silver. What essentially belong to the one 
are considered to be essentially of the other. What are the causes 
of this transference? Is this transference of attributes of the one 
to the other due to perceptual defects or mental impositions or 
transference of previously experienced attributes to one that is similar 
to it in some manner? Is it a case of akhydti, non-perception of 
the difference between perceptual content and the memory-content, 
or of anyatha-khyati, the mistaken perception of the same order as 
rope-snake, or is it a case of akhydti again of the form of crystal 
and rose, which gives the colour to the crystal as in the Samhkyan 
explanation ? 


Conjoint perception of body and the soul, even without 
similarity is said to be the cause of this illusion. It is presupposed, 
perhaps, just like the conditioned-reflex theory that the presence 
of one factor alone will bring about the reaction specific to the 


other. This explanation is ingenious but it cannot alone solve 
the problem of transference. The conjoint experience of stoutness 


and selfness as in the dtmadeha-bhrama, and the conjoint experience 
of selfness and its attributes in its embodied state as in the dehatma- — 
bhrama, are less explanations of the phenomena than descriptions. 
For it is clear that in the case of nacre and silver, there is a perceiver 
extraneous to the body who experiences their togetherness and is 
conditioned in his responses, whereas in the case of the dehatma- 
bhrama the identification is by oneself of oneself with one’s body 
which one utilises and experiences. There is thus no possibility 
of explaining the self instrospective activity implicit in the attribute 
of pratyaktva as belonging to the body. It is difficult to experience 
the fact that the body is in itself self-conscious, even at the first 
look, which is precisely the locus of the illusion. Further the joint- 
apprehension of subject and object in consciousness or cognition 


is not the special characteristic of the illusory experience only, 
but of all experiences. Thus this cannot be an explanation of the 


dehatma-bhrama. A further difficulty in all perceptual explanations 
of this dehdtma bhrama is that the terms her are not both of the 
perceptual order. The body is perceived by the senses and the 
soul is selfevidently experienced and not perceived by the senses. 
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Thus the difficulty of even considering that this is a bhrama. More 
truly it can be called bhranti—a hallucination, the projecting of 
one’s thoughts into the perceptual field by innervation of con- 
sciousness. But this alternative seems to be unacceptable to all 
schools. 


Further the main characteristic of an illusion is not a manu- 
facture of new entities, but rather it is the accentuation of certain 
features of an object which are superficial, to the level of importance | 
and value. Thus the form of the snake, the reflective nature 
of the nacre, the penetrability of light rays through transparent 
crystal are real facts. There are possibilities of similarity in objects 
belonging to one particular order, and that is why i//usions are 
paired, that is to say it is a rope that looks like a snake, it is nacre 
that looks like silver, it is crystal that looks coloured, and not 
all other objects. This pairing-phenomenon is of great value. 
This theory thus realizes that there are real factors in illusion: 
a thing is an illusion not because of absence of the factors which 
make it look like another with which it is mistaken, but because 
such similarities are frankly useless for the purpose of action or 
realization when taken as the other. This is the yathartha-khydti- 
theory in a nutshell. But this view cannot be an explanation for 
the dehatma bhrama, for it would be pleading for the real possibility 
of mistaking the body for the soul because of the actual but useless 
similarity between the two soul and body. This indeed it cannot 
admit, for the metaphysical theory of Visistadvaita upholds a 
radical distinction between soul and matter, the one being material, 
unconscient, and the other always, conscient and self-lumincus 
possessing the attributive consciousness-function (dharma-bhiija- 
jfiana). 

There is, however, here a possibility of holding that it may 
not be the pratyaktva that occasions the illusion or the unity of 
characteristics but its other attribute anukiilatva, agreeableness, 
which is the cause. Thus in analysing the characteristic attributes 
of the soul which identifies itself with the body or rather which 
later finds its own characteristics in the body and thus considers 
it to be the self, or soul, we find that the illusion has its basis in 
anukilatva rather than in conscientness, jiiatrtva. For the fact is 
that perception is always of that in which we are interested or that 
which is agreeable, and is decidedly, as in nacre, not interested in the 
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thing but in the silverness which it mistakes for real silver. The 
personal interest for satisfaction of the physical demand and spiritual 
demand is thus clearly available in all activities that man does. The 
anukiilatva of the soul, agreeableness that it finds in itself, is reflected 
also in the body which subserves the pleasure-principle.! It is 
this perception of the agreeable and serviceable anuvkilatva, that 
is the cause of the illusion. The soul and the material world and 
the body that one has are, all enjoyable things serviceable to the 
Lord, this is the common denominator in their qualities. This is 
the reason why the soul is capable of aligning itself with the body, 
and thus deluding itself into believing that there is no difference 
between itself and the body. The failure of the body will lead 
to the failure of the soul, and thus it can be seen that any illusion 
is based not only on the actual contactual relation in which the 
body and soul are found, but also on the actual perception of quali- 
ties, special to the soul, being found to be available in the body itself. 
For instance the body has also pratyaktva an individuality, differenti- 
ation, from the surrounding objects with which it may share materia- 
lity, but which are never interpreted to be itself. Similarly there 
is the unity, vkatva the oneness which is in this case not mere 
oneness of conscient existence but the oneness of unity of diverse 
organs. Thus the actual illusion has sufficient reason to occur, 
Thus we find that illusion has a real ground and the illusion is due 
not in so far as there are not qualities or attributes the self has in 
it, but only in so far as those qualities are not particularly its, that 
is to say, asddhdrana-attributes, attributes which belong to it ex- 
clusively and not to others. It is this particular attributeness or 
asddharanatya of these three attributes of pratyaktva, selfness, ekatva 
and anukilatvu that now have to be investigated. Of these pratya- 
ktva is special to the self ina manner in which even anukalatva is not. 


Thus when we say that we perceive the self as the body, dehatma 
bhrama is due to the fact that we perceive the attributes of the soul 
in the body and thus mistake it for the soul. But this position, 
whilst explaining the illusion and its posibility, does not really answer 
the metaphysical or epistemological proposition as to how the self, 
a cognizing entity, which is, according to all thinkers, a conscious 
and self- conscious entity, svasmai svenasadadbhasamdn, ever get 
this kind of delusion or illusion that it is the body which it occupies 


1. Brh Up. IV 5, 6 ff. 
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and controls. This is impossible. What is possible is that the 
body is perceived by the self itself as its own, its prakdra, as belonging 
to it and sharing its perpetuity, unity, selfness and serviceableness 
and agreeableness. The attribute, namely, the body, is perceived 
as the substrate, the ground, visesya. Thus the orginal illusion must 
be due to this atma-deha-bhrama rather than due to dehatma 
bhrama. This is precisely what makes it possible for us to under- 
stand the transference of self-characteristics to the attribute or 
prakara. But it may be asked as to whether even this is possible, 
since self-conscious entity can never. be without its self-conscious- 
ness? 


This is certainly an important question, and requires to be 
investigated. If the self-luminosity of the self is something having 
reference to the manifestation in its consciousness of the entire 
world of objects including its own body, then no illusion can possibly 
occur at all. For everything will be perceived as the content of the 
subject’s consciousness. The transference of its own Be ioutes 
or specific qualities to the body will be impossible. Thus self- 
luminosity can only mean the perception of itself alone as a 
conscient being having the characteristic qualities of praktyaktva 
and ekatva and anukilatva, and not anything else. This will not 


even include the perception of the asddhdranatva of these qualities 
in relation to itself, for these qualities alone in their bare qualitiness 


(visesanatva) are perceived. If so how is it possible for it to know 


that these qualities are specific to itself and to nothing else? The 
self or soul in its selfenss thus is cognizant only of its selfness and 


unity and agreeableness to itself, because it is not mere nirvisesa- 
vastu that it perceives, such perception or experience being impossible 
For knowing that these qualities are specific to it alone, asadharana 
comparison with other experiences or relations would have to be 
had, and this is achieved by it not as a self-luminous being but as a 
being having consciousness as an attribute, dharma-bhitajhiana. 
This is the fundamental distinction between dharmi-bhiita-jfidna 
and the dharma-bhita-jfana. Thus it is that dharma-bhiita-jfiana 
helps not only the understanding of the objects outside the individual, 
the perception of the body and its states, but finally its acts reflexively 
in so far as it reveals to the soul its own qualities as specially related 
to it., The illusions then are to be referred to the dharma bhiita- 
jnana’s activities rather than to the dharmi-bhiita-jfana. The 
asadharayatva or specificity of these three attributes of selfness, 


DEHATMABHRAMA 199 


oneness and anukiilatva is the one thing that has to be discovered, 
and it is the one thing that is not perceived at once, and thus there 
occurs the illusion. 


Thus we find that the true source of the illusion called dtma- 
deha-bhrama consists not in the veiling by primeval adhydsa, or 
ignorance, nor yet a beginningless karma, but in the two-fold 
limitation of the soul; (i) the privateness and exclusiveness and 
self-enjoying nature of the dharmibhiita jfidna, which does not 
even apprehend its anutva, or kartrtva attributes but only its 
pratyaktva, selfness, and ekatva, oneness, and anukilatva, which 
makes it impossible for it to know that these attributes are exclusively 
its own rather than of the body it tenants, and (ii) the dharma- 
bhiita-jiana which due to limitation due to beginningless karma 
and its consequent avidyd, does not apprehend this specific exclusive- 
ness of these attributes pratyaktva, ekatva and anukilatva and 
jnatrtva and others of the self, and thus causes the delusion or 
illusion that the body is the self or soul. 


APPENDIX IV 


Negation 


The problem of negation is an important one since it has a 
bearing on the nature of truth itself. Negation involves firstly 
the denial of something and it cannot be said to be mere denial. 
The denial of something involves the apprehension of something 
that is other than that which is denied, whose place it has taken, 
or it might be it is the denial of the existence of the something 
merely without any reference to any other thing’s existence or 
presence. Secondly, it might mean the apprehension of the absence 
at some place and time of something already experienced, and 
as such it is definition or determination of non-correspondence 
with the past experience merely without a detailed investigation 
of the present experience. Negation taken as a judgment even 
does not and cannot escape the reference to the negative fact, so 
to speak, of the actual apprehension of a thing’s absence. If we 
inspect this phase of negation, we shall see that absence as such is 
experienced to be the nature of the situation, and as such perception 
is the instrument of our cognition of absence. It may be said 
that perception can only give the ‘ given,’ the presented objects, 
and cannot present non-absence of the objects, and as such we 
must have a different instrument of cognition such as non-cognition 
or non-perception, anupalabdhi, to prove non-existence (abhdva). 
But this is all right so long as we take this non-existence presented 
in the so called non-apprehension (anupalabdhi), (for it is indeed 
an apprehender of the alleged abhdva),! to be a mere abhava, an 
uncharacterised somewhat and not a positive entity of absence. 
Carefully inspected we find that the situation or position taken up 
by the Advaitin is similar to his position in regard to the nir vikalpaka 
pratyaksa, a bare and uninspected or unimagined or integrated 
experience of absence, because of non-perception of anything 
determinate over there. There is an element of contra-definition 
or counter correlative which is defined more or less clearly even in 
the most incipient perceptual experience of negative fact or absence, 
which precisely reveals the difference. 


1. Vedanta Paribhasa. 
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The Prabhakaras hold that non-existence has no reality apart 
from that as an existent thing.! The Naiyadyika view is that non- 
existence of a thing in a particular locus is not identical with the 
locus but adjectival to it, for we always say that the ground is 
characterized by the non-existence of a jar that was previously 
there. This involves the view that non-existence as such can 
become an adjective or viiesana of the ground. This is so to speak 
non-sense except when we hold that there is a negative predicate 
in judgement about the existence of a thing. The adjectival theory 
suffers from its incapacity to see that the loss or absence of a thing 
cannot be an adjective, for it is not a fact that Aas anything but a 
difference to the original locus. Nor should we say that visesana 
as particular difference is an adjective as something marking out a 
difference from the original experience that was characterized 
with the presence of a thing, say, a pot. Nor could a general 
theory which holds that the counter-correlative of negation of a 
pot is cloth and what determines its counter-correlateness is cloth- 
ness as genus-differentium be right, for there are cases, individual 
to be sure, which may have both pot and cloth and bench or chair, 
but the absence of one thing does not entail the counter-correlate- 
ness of others. We should therefore see that whilst it may be 
perceptually right to say that A was where B is now at the same 
place and therefore B is the counter-correlate of A, it will not 
reveal the necessity of some one thing say B being the counter- 
correlate of A, so much so we may be able to affirm the inference 
in the form of a negative judgment or judgment of affirmation. 


Sri Ramanuja’s view on Negation are those closely related 
to the concept of non-knowledge or ignorance. The question 
between the Advaitic and his own standpoint was whether non- 
knowledge was a positive entity or otherwise, whether indeed 
it was perceived, whether also it was absence of knowledge and 
as such a vacuum, or whether it was positive power that illudes 
or veils knowledge or abolishes it. Ramanuja points out that 
knowledge and non-knowledge are contradictory only in so far 


oe rr 2 eee = b. 
1. Bhavantaram eva bhavantaropeksaya abhavaiti vyavahryate: Sapta- 
padarthi, p. 76. Uddyotakara held that abhdva is apprehended by senseorgans 
abhavam. indriyena grhyate, and Kumarila Bhatta agrees with the above view, 
It is something additional to the ground wherein there is non-perception of pot: 
adhisthanatiriktam tattvam cf. Six ways of Knowing: D. M. Datta p. 159. 
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vena hi virodhah. He points out the importance of recognizing 
the content and locus of the negation, for it is in special respect 
of these that our ignorance (avidyd) has to be defined. A universal 
Ignorance is not at all what is being affirmed when we say that 
‘I am not knowing’ Ignorance is not a positive entity, it is only 
absence—an absence that may hinder the action needed and in 
that sense positive. But this cannot be proved either by perception 
or by perception aided by reasoning or inference:—‘‘ Ahamajno 
mam anyam ca na janami * ityatropapattisahitena kevalena ca prat- 
yaksena na bhavaripam ajfidnam pratiyate yastu jnanapragabhava- 
visayatve virodha uktah sa hi bhavariipajfiane ’pi tulyah.* Whether 
we view non-knowledge as a positive entity or as the antecedent 
non-existence, in either case it comes out as what the word indicates, 
namely, non-knowledge means either absence of knowledge or 
that which is other than knowledge or that which is contradictory 
to knowledge, and in any of these cases we have to admit that 
non-knowledge presupposes the cognition of the nature of 
knowledge.” Bhavaripasydjfidnasyapi hyajfianam iti sidhyatah 
pragabhavasiddhaviva sdpeksatvam astyeva. Tatha hi ajndnam iti 
jfianabhavas tadanyas tadvirodhi va? Trayanam api tat-svariipajfia- 
napeksa vasya@ syasrdyaniya.® 


Taking the first, it is not true to affirm that negations are all 
of the same kind. It is on the contrary correct to err on the side 
of pluralism by affirming that there are different kinds of negation. 
Negation can be of existence; negation can be of meaning; negation 
can be of context in time and place and relationship with other 
objects. It is this last type of negation that is usually mistaken 
for the former two. Obviously it cannot be correct to affirm 
that the negation of existence of a particular thing is also negation 
of its meaning unless this meaning is something that is involved 
in its existence. If idea involves existence, then the denial of the 
one can be the denial of the other also. If, on the other hand, 
existence is a predicate, if to mean a particular meaning is not 
identical with its actuality in time and place, then the negation 
of meaning need not be the negation of the existence, or the negation 
of existence the negation of the meaning as well. 


: Sri Bhasya: 1. i. 1. (Ananda Pressed. I. 74 p. Thib. tra. p. 10 S.B.E) 
1 


: ibid , p. 77 p. 110 “9 
3. Sri Bhasya: 1. i. 1. (Ananda Pressed. I. 77 p, Thib. tra. p. 110 S.B.E.) 
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Existence is characterised by the feautres of time and space 
and also of relationship with other objects, This relationship may 
be of the causal type as well as other kinds of relationships such 
as genus and particular, jati and vyakti, and therefore there can 
be no existential occasion without the characteristics of space and 
time and causal nexus, Negation of existense means that the absance 
of existential predicates, Negation however is not absolute since 
it depends on these considerations of space and time and causal 
relationship even like existence itself. Thus to exists means to 
exists at a certain place, and time and causal relationship with 
its antecendent, lacking which, it must be presumed to have no 
existence then and there and under those conditions. 


The main defect of most thinkers arises from the fact that 
unrealistically they tend to identify or subsume all negation under 
one omnibus negation which does not distinguish between previous 
non-existence, present non-existence and future non-exitstence; 
but all things are characterised by these three features of time. 
To affirm that they are characterised by these three features of 
reference to time is also to affirm that whilst a thing is at one place 
it cannot at the same time be at another place also. Thus the 
negative judgment that ‘A is not at a particular place’ only negates 
A’s existence at that place and at the time the judgment is being 
made, and not that at any future time A may not go over there 
at all. Thus the negative judgment is not definite except in relation 
to the time and place that it exbibits at that moment.t 


It is true that all things are not of the same temporal duration. 
And some of the entities may have a coevality with time itself, 
so as to be called timeless or eternal, like the souls (as in Vedanta), 
and like some other things which whilst undergoing transformation 
or becoming, their essential materiality may not be denied at any 
moment. The absolute negation of matter’s existence, or rather the 
affirmation of ultimate non-existence leads to absurd consequences 
or compromises with existence. In these cases whilst change is 
predicated of things, what is negated in their contexts is not their 
materiality not eternality as such, but only the particular state which 


1. Itis moot question whether negative judgment (sic) is an inference 
based on the non-apprehension of an expected or sought for subject at a 
particular place and time. 
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they enjoyed at any prior moment. Change thus is relative to the 
previous state, even as destruction is relative to the previous state. 
Thus we find change and destruction to be mutualily interchangeable 
terms, and these have reference to the permanent thing -in-itself, 
or to the previous states of things and their consequent states. 
The buddhist view that if there had been previous non-existence 
and if there is to be a consequent non-existence, there could never 
be a present existence sand wiched between the two,! is answered 
by the reference to the state of a thing rather than to the thing 
itself which is the fundamental reference and base or locus of all 
change and time and space. Thus non-existence instead of being 
a perpetual and anxious dragon awaiting the mergence of existence 
to gulp it up and leave nothing behind but the Void, is a myth 
and unacceptable. The doctrine of momentariness or flux is 
relative to the subjective apprehension, and the moment is not to 
be treated as a mathematical moment having no duration at all. 
Bergson’s observation that nothing is not is appropriate. 


Mere or bare non-existence as we have said has no locus 
and is neither dynamic nor fertile. Dynamic negation entails 
the concept of destruction, a thing which causes disintegration; 
and even to speak of a thing disrupting itself is possible only on 
basis of a real entity causing another to disintegrate. Do we 
find this concept of dynamic disintegration within the scheme of 
negation as represented to us by the schools of thought? It is 
true that the Buddhist schools speak of negation as itarteara bhava 
or paraspara apeksatd, which is intended to convey the relativity 
view. The concept of destruction of being by non-being so as 
to lead to the realization of Becoming or Change is not so clearly 
available in Indian Philosophy as it has been found in Hegelian 
dialectic. On the other hand, we find that negation as a category 
undoubtedly is said to involve the category of existence with which 
it is related and in relation to which alone it has any meaning. 
Negation means, in the perceptual sense, the perception of emptiness 
or otherness than what was exhibited at a previous moment and 
what was anticipated to exist at that place and at that time. The 
concept of abhdva non-existence, is thus closely related to the 
doctrine of relative occupation or non-occupation by a thing and 


if Mayavada considers such a sandwiched existence to be unreal or 
illusory, 
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the sense of prior occupation and present non-occupation or future 
non-occupation. The feeling of vacancy is thus a positive index 
to the judgment of negation. The perception of black as the obsence 
of white in psychology is equivalent to the perception of the vacancy- 
space or other-occupation of the identical space. To say thus as 
the Naiydyikas say that Non-existence, abhava is a perceptual fact is 
a perceptual fact is correct. Further that it is positively a contrast 
experience can be proved. On entering into the house where 
previously children were playing and finding that no children are 
there we declare that none is there, though there might be elders. 
In the darkness loneliness is a positive experience of sensing of 
emptiness or absence. Thus negation can be both negative (or 
passive) and positive (or aggressive, or painful or pleasent). 


Thus the experience of abhdyva does not mean that it is an entity, 
but that it is the experience of an absence of a previous entity. 


Sri Venkatanatha points out that negation is related to and 
defined by the conditions or limitations (upddhis) of time, place and 
causality. 


The mention of causality involves reference to other objects that 
have been, with which it is related in a necessary manner as conse- 
quent. Thus the non existence of a cause at the time when the 
consequent comes into existence is a necessary condition, just as 
much as its existence at the previous moment was necessary to 
bring about the effect. Thus we find that though such existence 
appears to be undefined in so far as it is in itself incapable of being 
described as existence, since it is its absence, it is defined by limits 
or conditions. Thus we arrive at the conclusion that negation of 
A involves only-the non-existence of A at a particular place, time, 
and as a cause or effect and not that no other thing is there, nor 
that it would not be there later, nor that it was not there previously. 


1. Whether abhdva can be equated with anupalabdhi is an important 
point. Abhdva as a category in Nydya-Vaisesika metaphysics is an apprehended 
absence of things, and is fact, undoubtedly dependent upon the apprehension 
of things prior or after, idealy anticipated or perceptually directly known, But 
to say that abbava is anupalabdhi will lead to the doctrine of solipsism: esse ist 
percipi ergo non-esse ist non-percipi. 
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Negation is thus distinct from destruction; things might be 
destroyed and suffer change. They need not on that accouut be 
considered to be unreal. The criterion that the momentary is 
unreal is not of the school of Buddhism which is realistic enough 
to affirm reality to be such. Nor is it that of the realist. Negation 
is a principle of contradiction which makes it a logical weapen 
that limits and circumscribes a universal judgment. . 


So far we have been showing that the experience of absence 
itself is definitely of the relational type. For when we deny the 
existence of something or affirm its non-existence, (though to affirm 
appears to give the case away, not because the very possibility of 
affirmation lends colour to the view that there is something over 
there clament for affirmation,) three questions arise. Where? 
When? and What? about that which is negated. Thus writes 
the author of Nydya-Kulisa in his chapter on Bhavantarabhavavada. 
Thus Negation may mean either mere absense of an object or entity 
which was looked out for or suggested by prior experience 
of the particular place, due to destruction of it or the passing away 
of it. In this case it merely intimates non-presence of that which 
was anticipated to exist. The reasons for its non-existence at the 
present moment or moment of apprehension of negation are not 
relevant as such. But this too was investigated by some later 


writers who have seen that negation is due to the perception of a 
special modified nature of the entity in whcih the negationis affirmed; 


prati-yogi-buddhau vastu-visesa-dhir evo’ petanasti’iti vyavaharahetuh 
says Vatsya (Nadathir Ammal+). Atreya Ramanuja holds that 
there is no need to posit negation as a separate entity, for indeed 
it is only the perception of difference between the previous and the 
present, or the present and the future occasion. “ Negation is 
that which is antagonistic to a positive entity and there is no way 
in which a negation can be conceived by itself without reference 
to a positive entity. Abhdvasya tad-ripam yad-bhava-pratipaksata 
naivam adya’py asau yasmadbhavottirnena sddhitah.? The difference 
between the positive entity from another is regarded as negatian. 
The last view takes up the notion of vigesa, uniqueness of 
difference as the content of mutual exclusion. This is stated to be 
at the root of the concept of otherness. Thus we can see that 


1. cf. History of Indian Philosophy : S..N. Das Gupta Vol. III. p. 353. 
2. Journal Annamalai U ni, vol. X pts. 2 & 3 Premeyamala. 
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there are three types of negation; the later writers tended to 
reduce all types into one and made negation identical 
with otherness. Thus suppose we take the word Avidya, it may 
mean non-knowledge or contradictory to knowledge according to 
Raméanuja; whereas in the later systems on knowledge, is distinguish- 
ed by an otherness to knowledge, whether absence or con- 
tradictory. Even in the case of Otherness, Ramanuja was prepared 
to see in it not general ‘otherness’ as in the case of horse being other 
than a table, but rather a special ‘otherness that is, that which is 
relevant to the topic. 


Thus the experience of abhdva is not that it is an entity so-called 
but that it is the experience of another entity different from this 
Sri Ramanuja refuting in the context of Nydya-refutation speaks 
that ‘‘non-existence (obhdva) is clearly conceived as special state 
of something actually existing: Abhdvasya vidyamdna padartha 
vasthavisesat-vopapadanac....” (Sri Bhdsya Wl, ii. 23.) This 
means that A-vidya when used in the context of Updya to the 
realization of God will mean action which is usually the other 
upaya than vidya. Sri Venkatanatha speaking on the notion of 
Avidya as identical with karma under the mantra 11 in the I3ava3yo- 
panisad bhasya' writes. 


Avidyaya vidyangataya coditakarmana mrtyum jfianasanko- 
caripa mrtyuhetum praktana karma....Iha tu  avidyasabdah 
prakaranadaucityaccavidyangakarmavisaya ityabhasi Bhasyakaraih 
‘Atravidyad sabdabhihitam varnasramavihitam karma’ iti ‘ mrtyu- 
taranopaya ‘ aya pratita’ vidya vidyetarad vihitam karmaiva’ iti ca. 
Vidyam paryudasyannayamavidya-sabdyah kgatriyadi visayabrah- 
managabdadivad dsanna tadanatara vrttir-ahgakarma-visaya it 
bhavah. 


“The term avidya which excludes knowledge, having to mean 
that which is proximate and next to it, like the words a-brahmana 
and others which denote ksatriyas and others, refers to works which 
are intimately related (to knowledge)’. 


Thus according to Sri Ramanuja no negation «ssuch can be 
made without it at the same time intimating something about 


1. Nyaya-Kulisa ed. R. Ramanujachari. Annamalai University. 
2. S. V. O. I. ed. p. 13. 
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that negatived someting which because of the negation means that 
it is different from what was previously apprehended or what was 
expected to exist or else what was relevant to the need to make 
this negative assertion. Taken huts the negation is a definite enough 
statement so far as the modification of the situation goes but is 
indefinite about what is affirmed to exist as different from that 
which is being denied. The transition from the negative to the 
determinate judgment of assertion of the other is preceded by the 
observation of the conditions of the otherness, and this Ramanuja 
and Venkatanatha consider is easy enough to find when they limit 
it to proximateness, relevance and purpose of the negation and 
close relation of subsidiariness to it—d@sannatva, tad-anantaravr- 
ttitva and angatva. 


The third type of negation refered to by Sri Ramanuja is that 
which was contradictory to the existence or contradictory to the 
emergence of a thing into existence. They may be designated as 
pragabhava and pradhvamsabhava, but the dynamic quality of the 
opposition is not brought out into clear relief. If the previous 
type of negation revealed the distinctive and subsidiariness (angatva 
of the negation expressed by such a phrase as avidyd (that is karma),) 
in this we have the actual conflict between the two: when the one 
exists the other cannot exist, just as there is conflict between 
Good and Evil; though to be sure we come across many persons 
who are good in some respects and evil in others, but certainly not 
good and evil in respect of the same aspect. Equally the terms 
Sambhiti and Asambhiiti mean birth and non-birth (vind3a). But 
taken in the context of their usage in the Upanigsad (/3a. 14) we find 
that A-sambhiiti means the destruction of impediments to birth 
into Divine life. When we look at the philosophy of Hegel we 
come across the oppositional character of negation’ though this 
type of negation can only be reduced to the level of contradictory 
negation of one force by another or ruling out of one force by 
another, 


There is still a kind of negation affirmed at the levels of mystic 
consciousness—the state of total transcendence. The Asat of the 
Upanisads and the Veda is quite a positive Existence but about that 


1. cf. What is Living and What is Dead in the Philosophy of Hegel : 
B. Croce. (trans. W. Carr. p. 8-32). 
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nothing is humanly measureable or. knowlegeable ‘Negation is 
that to which we come at the and of all the researches of reason 
and faith to a dark night, and enter there‘ to unite ourselves in 
wise ignorance with Him who dwells in the shadows’ sys Gerald 
Venn writing about St. Thomas Aquinas’s central reaching on 
Negation. Is it also Buddha’s (though not the buddhist’s) Nirvana? 


It is the description of the unknowable, but that too is a positive 
and most real experience of Deity as mystics have continuously 
affirmed. This truly isthe only place where the content is undefina- 
ble or indéterminable with the help upddhis or conditions: but its 
otherness, or even organic otherness to our experience is definitely 
available. ‘Thus Ramdanuja clearly points out the central truth 
of negation to lie in its determination of the ‘other existent’ which 
is proximate and near and in accord with it, in respect of existence, 
or value or purpose. 


14 


APPENDIX V 


THEISM AND ILLUSION 


The approach to a proper understanding of the theistic thought 
must be sought in the actual postulations of the seers who have in 
some measure enjoyed the Holy Presence It will be admitted that 
the two great seers Sankara and Ramanuja have diverged sufficiently 
in regard to the experiences of the Ultimate or the Absolute or the 
Brahman, and the theistic mind of both the gaiva and vaisnava 
varieties has grasped at the truth of the Raémanuja’s statement 
rather than that of Sankara. The main bone of contention between 
the two can easily be said to be the theory of Maya or world-illusion 
or total illusion which the one denied and the other affirmed. The 
Maya-theory may be considered to be an off-shoot of the non- 
creation-istic theory of Gaudapada, (ajdta-vada), a very legitimate 
conclusion trying to show that if the perfect Being is to be it cannot 
evolve or create or change, since such processes would impugn 
the perfection and eternity and reality of such an Existent. In 
Indian Philosophy, the Simkhya System almost affirmed the absolute 
unchanging reality of the Purusa but explained the “existence of the 
world’ as due to the ‘reflection’ of Purusa in prakrti, triguni, which 
because of its changing nature, makes the Purusa appear to be 
changing. We may in this context think of another thinker of 
highest repute, Plato, who admittedly affirmed an Unchanging 
Reality for the Idea, inferred by us through inductive inference 
and at higher stages by intuition into the Essenoes of all things. 
This for him culminated in the grand Being, which was the Good 
and the God, and the Archetype. The perceived universe was 
considered by him to be an imaginary world, that is to say, imaging 
the archetypes in manifold ways in perishing things. The world 
of Matter, acts as the imperfect soiled mirror, a muddy pool, that 
reflects the One Supreme Archetype, the Real, as many imperfect 
images. The parable of the Cave which illustrates this truth, 
hints subtly that so long as one gazes on the images one cannot 
know anything, but once one reverses the gaze and seeks the con- 
ceptual or essential reality of these within oneself, then one may be 
in the very presence of the Ultimate. The theism of Plato consists 
in his placing God not in the outer imaginary universe, or universe 
of ideas, sans sense, but in accepting God who is the object of infe. 
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rence and deep vision, through pure thought that reaches vision., 


All inference in one sense is the pursuit of the reminiscence of ~~ 
** Idea ”’ 


In one sense essence and existence are strange contradictories. 
There cannot be any existence without essence, but there cannot 
be essences without existence. 


Thus God should be cosidered to be an object that cannot be 
approached by the senses. On this issue every one agress except 
perhaps the materialist. But whether God can ever be inferred 
or apprehended through the process of inferential intellect alone 
is the other question. Nyaya and Vaisesika schools try to prove 
God through inference. We also know how Sankara and Rama- 
nuja refute these arrguments, and show that whilst we may infer 
‘a being who might be the creator of pots and other creations, we 
cannot apply the logic of our intellect to the apprehension of the 
Creator of the entire Universe. Nor would inferences based on 
the ontological arguments, (that is, an idea of the perfect involves 
its existence,) prove any thing except that there is such an idea in 
our mind, but cannot guarantee the actual, eternal, total cause, a 
namely, God. In European Philosophy, this ontological argu- 
ment was refuted by Kant, but it has always tried to recur in some 
form or other, as an intuition into the identity between Thought 
and Being, as in the Philosophy of Hegel and other idealists. But 
it was clear to both Sankara and Ramanuja and their respective 
followers that God or the Highest Being cannot be proved by in- 
ference tied as this is to sense perception. A question however 
arises: Are there inferences not so tied to sense-perception? Plato’s 
view that induction will lead to the apprehension of the Deity was 
however thus refuted. And no doubt Dr. S. Radhakrishnan wrote - 
“The absolute as pure being (Sankara) and absolute as Person 
(Ramanuja) are the intuitional and intellectual representations of 
the one Supreme fact” (MIND. 1926. p. 158). We have to ask 
ourselves this question: What is the one supreme fact of which 
these two are representations? For, we are here shown by Dr. 
Radhakrishnan that the apprehensions of both intellect and intution 
either reveal two contrary natures in a single substance or that both 
of them are incapable of revealing to us the nature of that which 
stands like a Transcendent Colossus which cannot be apprehended 
at all. In the former case, there is an acceptance of the anekanta- 
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vadi without the possibility of declaring that these two representa- 
tions exhaust the nature of the Supreme Fact, and in the latter 
case, both of them, even like the attempts of Plato, Udayana and 
others, have failed to prove the existence of God or the Ultimate 
substance or Supreme Fact . No wonder then that it is not intuition 
nor intellect to which RAmanuja and Sankara appeal, but to the 
gruti, the revelation of the Seers of ages past, whose words carry 
with them the solid experience of intimate reality, due to a capacity 
granted to them by the Supreme Itself. Thus the statement that 
the philosophies of Sankara and Ramanuja are representations 
from the intuitive and intellectual plane respectively is not war- 
ranted at all. What is very likely is that the organon of interpreta- 
tion of texts by these two might have been largely restricted to the 
use of the intuitive and intellectual apparatuses of man, and the 
divergences that have resulted might be referred to these differences 
in the use of the investigating and understanding apparatus. 
Inference in the Mimamsas subserves interpretation of texts and 
intuitions of seers. Sense has been substituted by scripture. 


This raises very important questions. What are the rules 
or laws of intuition? and what are the laws of intellect? Are there 
no points of agreement between these two on major issues? 
Does Intuition refute causaltiy, multiplicity, relationship, particula- 
rity, pereceptual and intellectual categories, whilst intellect, accept- 
ing all this, creates a fictional world? Is Reality a‘continuous stream 
of Spiritual Energy or a perfect unmoving, unchanging static 
intellegence? Is it matter that is static, or spirit that is passive? 
Does intellect cross-sect the flowing stream of consciousness of 
reality apprehended in perception or intuition of the perceptional 
leavel, or is it intuition that reveals the differences whilst intellect 
identifies all the categories and arrives at the concept, the simanya 
or jati, generality or species or idea, jfidnakdara, universals, concrete 
or abstract ? 


So long as modern Indian Philosophers do not definitely take 
their stand on these issues, the interpretation of the ancient texts 
must for ali time be confusing and turn out to be difficult. Ten- 
dencies of thinkers must, be surveyed in respect of their standpoints 
and conclusions. It would not be enough to say taking the popular 
fallacy of genaral assent, vox populi, that intuition is what grants 
reality whereas intellect gives falsity. The intuitions too may give 
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false conclusions if they are neither integral not total nor vouchsafed 
by independent experience of others even when its won deliverances 
be auttocratically authoritative for itself. And when the intuitions 
of such Philosophers like Sankara and Ramanuja, Buddha and 
Mahavira Jaina, Heraclitus and Parmanides, and Plato and Sociates 
differ radically as to the true nature of reality or the Absolute 
experienced by them as super-sensory and transcendent which 
somehow the pereceptual and sensuous experiences affect or infect 
in a radical manner so alter its very nature, as to present a world 
of imagination, of imperfection, of evil, the modern philosopher 
finds himself in an unenviable difficult situation. No wonder then 
it is not the ordinary realistic thinker who quarrels so much as the 
idealistic intuitionist visionary for the former is atleast conscious of 
the possibility of his view being false. 


Are then intuitionists subject to the environment whose opposi- 
tion they represent? Do they give us an integral interpretation of 
reality or do they merely throw out wide suggestions of reconstruc- 
tion on lines that have not been properly presented by the then 
existing philosophies or religions, which it is their special vocation 
to emphasize? Such a vocation of a Sankara or Ramanuja, Buddha 
or Mahavira, Ramakrsna or Vivekananda, not to speak of the 
great Seers and prophets of the West, would soothen our misunder- 
standing a wee-bit, but nothing more than that could be expected. 
For the major metaphysical issues would not have been answered, 
and is it not precisely the purpose of a philosopher neither gifted 
with the vision of the one nor of the other to synthesize laboriously 
those loose ends? 


The present attempt is to show that at any rate, the Absolute 
of Advaita by all the descriptions that have been made answers to 
the highest of the Concepts. A philosophy of Absolute Reality 
entails a Philosophy of illusion, which then must be traced to its 
source. The reason for this illusion or degradation or perversion 
must be sought in the very nature of reality which it is the business 
of reality to unfold. It would be perhaps proper indeed if we did 
seek outside Reality a foreign power, an alien force, an archetypal 
illusion, which opposes the good of God by the evil of its Evil, the 
truth of Truth by the falsity of its falsehood, the beauty of the 
Beautiful by the ugliness of it ugliness. But it is seen that if Reality 
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includes philosophically both sides, nothing can be outside Reality 
comprehensively considered. What then is illusion, or illusionary 
power? What does it illude? and Whom? 


There could certainly have been no more briliant exponent 
of the vivarta-vdda, than Sankara. No one could have shewn 
the acutal content of experience to have been infected with falsity, 
disunity, due to our very finite and truncated nature and activities. 
But there is a suspician that his vivarta-vdda had no sanction in the 
Veda or the Upanisads: that his Absolute is finally rationalised, 
though in itself an Absolute Experience it is identical with the most 
abstract product of philosophising; that evolution interpreted as 
vivarta cannot be evolution but emergence; and finally Maya is 
not an illusory power except to one who is illused, but a real mira- 
culous power of God, to display His utter transcendence.' It 
is the concretising principle of Reality itself. 


Further if the ultimate reference of Ether, Air, Fire, Water, 
Earth, Sun (Aditya) be Brahman,? how could it happen that Maya 
could have the power to be potent enough to shroud or veil or hinder 
it from manifesting, unless it be said that the Brahman, is the 


Absolute Concept or Idea which subsumes or sublates all the rest. 
of the ideas of ether, air, fire, water, earth and Sun under it, even 


like the satta of Nyaya-logic? Thus the ultimate reference of every 
thing to Brahman may happen directly because of the pantheistic 
assertion that it appears as such, or indirectly through the archetype 


or jfdnakara of those which in turn are imaged on the canvass 
of the temporal? 


Can it not be likely that Sankara’s meaning of evolution as 
an illusion(vivarta) was based on grounds of intellectualising rather 
than intuition? That this is a suggestion likely to be fruitful, though 
byno means acceptable to all, may be inforred from the fact that no 
one has atempted to explain the subtle intellectual subterfuge 
which had taken the place of intuition, so that essence (idea) has 
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1. Maya means abundance. (I. i 13, 14, 15), Maya in Brhaddevata is 
described as sorcery, magical power. II. 43; VIII, 75 & 76; VII. 86; crafty 
power VII. 88. adbhuta Sakti: Mayasabdo hydsearyavaci : 
srsti: Sri Bhasya Wl. ii. 3. 


2. Sankara’s Brahma-sitra-bhasya : 1. i. 23, 24, 25. ete. 


Paramapurusa 
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been mistaken for existence,! and essence was converted into an 
existence. Sankara clearly had seen that the phenomenal! world 
and the I$vara are actual existences, and the actual being less than 
the nonactual or ideal, he makes the assertion that God is less than 
the Absolute, and phenomenal world is an illusion, not indeed an 
illusion as between the phenomena themselves for which it appears 
to be real, but to one who has transcended the categories of existense.. 
But there was the demand for the realization of the inwardness, 
the conceptual or ideality of the Absolute, and no category of 
existence according to him, even‘as in case of Plato, could give him 
that. The radical difference then between sense and thought, was 
transferred to that between existence and essence, phenomenal and 
the Absolute, vydvahdrika-sattd paéramarthika-satta. That existence 
was predicated of both can only mean that so far as Sankara was 
concerned the fact of actual knowledge of any one of them at any 
time granted to that reality. And thought and existence thus become 
synonymous. 


The radical difference that existed between the two spheres of 
sense and action, thought and reality or knowledge was made the 


1. Sri Bhdsya : 1. i. 5. 
Mayéimatram tu kartsnyena anabhivyakta svarupatvat. 


cf. Visnu Sahasranama-Bhasya: ParaSara Bhatta (12th Century). 
under name 303 Naika mayah : gives the following quotations and observa- 
tions. 


1. Mayam tu Prakrtim vidyat: Svet. Up. 4. 6.—Anekartha-kriyakari- 
nam prakrtu:. 
(2) Maya vayunam jiianam? 
(3) Sankhyata deva-Mayaya. 
(4) Visvanideva vayunani vidvan iti ca jiiane (Ja. 18). 
(5) Tena maya sahasram tat, gambarasyasu-gamina! 
Balasya raksata deham, aikaikasyena siiditam. Vardhe (Purane). 
(6) Meghodayas sagarasanivrttir vindorvibhagasphiritan ivayoh, 
Vidyudvibbngogatam usnarasmir vicitrah prabhavanti Maya. 
(7) Aranyaparvani Markandeyena vatadalasayanadyascaryam uktva, 
(h. 188, 94) 
“ Tato me prthivipalavismeyas sumahan abhit, 
Lokan drstva samastaméca, ityuktvan Canhi:....:..- 
(8) Maya is rendered as “‘ maternal measure ” from “ma=to measure. 
Well might it be rendered as Mother’s activities where ya is a krit suffix. 
cf. A. K. Coomaraswami. 
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pivotal principle of explanations. Between thése two phases of the 
Absolute, one of which has been made or given the status of illusion, 
appeared a conflict that resulted in the affirmation of God Himself 
ua an illusion, undoubtedly real to the deluded but false to the 
enlightend. Dr. Radhakrishnan speaks of the duality of Sankara’s 
standpoint which manifests itself as the Absolute and the Relative.? 
But this is not indeed relative to the Absolute, but relative to the 
relative entities of the phenomenal universe. We would be more 
than unjust if we followed the western philosophers in interpreting 
the Philosophy of Sankara, and affirm that what he did teach was 
an Absolute against the back ground of a relative Universe. Rather 
what he did teach was the radical opposition and non-existence of 
the relative Universe, once the Absolute was realized. When a 
man became identified with the Absolute and thus ceased to be, 
then the relative universe and all its Gods are nothing to it and 
finally are nothing. The illusion has passed off. This is nispra- 
paficikaranam. The Self alone remains Absolute. The ‘relativity 
theory would be inapplicable, and what might legitimately be affirmed 
is that the relative universe is relative because of its being related 
as a counter-pole of the Absolute, whose imagination it is. Accord- 
ing to whatever metaphysical view be it idealistic or realistic, the 
realm of Being can only consist of features or factors ultimately 
pertaining to existence, though by no means utterly and in every 
sense void of essences: and the realm of Being cannot but be also 
dynamically actual. The real then as experienced by man through 
his vitality and senses is the world of space-time and limitation or 
ignorance, and the Real as experience through his thought and 
knowledge and introspection is the turya, the truth free from all 
types of circumscribed fields or experience. 


This would be correct, if the descriptions of the Upanisads 
and of the other scriptures of Brahman were confined to the inward 
vision and thought. On the contrary, the affirmation that Brahman 
is all this and all that exists beyond the senses, makes it impossible 
for us to divide the-spheres into those of reality and illusion. The 
mention of dark spheres (asurya nama te lokah) in the Upanisads 
lends clear justification for stating that all are real, and not that 


PN a ee, 

1. Ibid. p. 187. of Santayana’s joke. “ We are to be idealists only north, 
north west or transeendentally; when the wind is Southerly we are to remain 
realists °’. _ 
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all that exist are unreal. The affirmation of an original Asat 
only yah the utter transcendence, the original causal ‘ more- 
ness,’ of the Divine over everything that we know of and does 
not affirm nihilism. There is a radical distinction between the 
nature of the individual and of the Supreme, it is because of that 
that Brahman participates completely and without exception in 
every: existence. Thus the Absolute is not a mere passive spectator 
Consciousness but a caitanya, a personality. Despite the fact 


that Sankara attempted a dichotomous division of the scriptural 
texts, he could neither deny existence nor essence to Brahman. 


Pure Being of Brahman had to be at once unchanging and eternal 
and unmodifiable, while yet controlling and sustaining and ordering 
the universe. The Absolute had to be everywhere in everything 
as everything and yet be the Pure Unqualified Being or Essence. 
The apprehension of a contradiction between these two sets of 
attributes resulted in the need to postulate the principle of Illusion 
which because of its double-edgedness can play the role of existence , 
and essence to perfection. : 


Western thinkers like Hegal affirmed the dialectic of opposition 
as a solution of the problem. Whether this could be achieved 
in a logical way or not, whether it is necessary to affirm this in 
terms of the logic of perception or other sources of right knowledge 
were his next issues. He affirmed clearly that this is possible 
only to a certain extent. 


The classic criticisms of Ramanuja against the principle of 
Illusion are well-known. He asked the very pertinent question 
whom should illusion delude? (i) Is the illusion of Brahman 
Svasmai, for Himself or Parasmai, for others? If all are Himself 
then parasmai becomes svasmai. In any case, in ontological view 
the first operation precedes the second operation. (ii) If it is 
God’s power that deludes, then God some purpose, which acts 
in such wise as to delude the egoistic beings but illuminates the 
inner being of the non-egoistic devotees. But if this principle 
is used as the power of deluding the perfect Being of knowledge, 
Brahman Himself, whose power is it? (iii) Can knowledge delude 
itself and permit delusion even though it may wil/ these? 
If the nature of the Absolute is pure knowledge, how can it survive 
the illusion without being annihilated? (iv) If it had no beginning 
how can it have an end? (v) If there i8 only One Absolute Real, 
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and the souls are but reflections or imaginations of the Absolute, 
how did they originate to become unreal? (vi) Is not the Maya 
itself another entity, apart from and distinguished radically from 
the Absolute, even like Evil from Good, Devil from God, Falsity 
from Truth? 


‘We may see that these objections all stem out of an attempt 
at abstract monism but it is a radical dualism that has been exalted 
to the position of Monism. Monism to that end seeks to annul the 
existence of souls and all from the metaphysical standpoint. All 
these attempts only reveal the endeavour of Advaita to intellectualise 
and thus to abolish or sublate or cancel the many through arecourse 
to generality having arrived at the final Idea of Being, which because 
of its utter comprehensiveness possesses only the most general 
nature of having no nature at all; it asserts this too to be a product, 
not of hypostatization but of vision, anubhiiti. The mystics claim 
priority to Experience of Vision. The mystic’s effort is an effort 
to transcend all limitations, and it was perfectly clear_to him that 
so long as the experience of the body, as the need for action, and 
names and forms remained, there could never be fullest experience 
of liberty or freedom. Freedom from the limiting body is the aim 
of all mystics Vedantins, Jainas and Buddhists alike. Socrates 
and Pythagoreans also held the same view. This craving results 
in mystical Solitariness, miscalled Oneness, or undifferentiated 
identity, and it is this self-same revulsion from sense and manyness 
and privateness that results in that ideal, unitary, universal 
Experience of the Abstract conceptuality, the Absolute. 


For a theist, on the contrary, such a situation is an aberration, 
intellectually unjustifiable on the basis of the experience that we 
know of God. The religious consciousness rejects the solution 
of Maya, though not of other-worldliness or freedom from body. 


In the words of one of the modern writers on the Philosophy 
of Essence, George Santayana, “ Pure Being, when hypostatized 
into a substance is a metaphysical spectre, matter congealed, 
arrested, emptied and deprived of cosmic fertility. Pure Being is 
not an existence or a power, therefore not a God of theism or 
pantheism.” Truly therefore also does Sankara refuse the name 
of Isvara to his formless, qualityless, nirguna, Being, which he 
does not speak of as utter transcendent but utterly other and as 
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such “‘ not this, not this ” neti, neti, which we know in and through 
any pramana. Buddhistic thought when it affirmed the Sinyatd 
did some such thing when it revealed that the neti, neti, is something 
very identical with non-existent itself. But it found in it trans- 
cendence over circular or repetitive process. The categories and 
qualities of our experience are alien to that State or Bhava or Being 
Nothing could be more remote to the Theistic mind than to offer 
a glorified Concept, however much one might attribute to it peace 
and glory and eternity. Buddhistic psychology that reasoned and 
reasoned and thought and thought, finally discovered in every 
concept of existence an inner contradiction which impelled it to 
deny to them any ultimate reality, till finally it discovered that all 
that exists is self-contradictory. Equally the logic of finite experience 
collapsed in the school of Gaudapada and Sankara. But Sankara with 
more visionand clarity of perception found the immanent existence 
of a permanent, abiding character, indescribable and transcendent to 
everything that we know, of which the whole list of existence is 
a pale shadow, a delirium, an error, a diversion and a mirage. The 
Inner Seer was thus discovered as the central core of Reality, 
but the attributes, the negations and the character of this Atman, 
made it impossible for it to be a God. The Self was discovered 
but God was abandoned. It may be correct mystically to say 
as M. Romain Rolland says “I do not believe in one personal God. . 
But I believe that in all that exists, including joy and sorrow 
and with them all forms of life, in mankind, and in men and 
in the universe, the only God is He who is in perpetual birth.”*? 
And again “I do not need to enclose God within the bounds of a 
previleged man in order to admit that the Divine dwells within the 
soul and that the soul dwells in everything.’ 


The intellectualistic attempt then is at the back of the discovery 
of the Absolute. The process of discovering this Absolute is not 
very much different from that of the Socratean effort of induction 
which discovered the being or the Naiyayika effort to find the 
Samanya, the widest possible generality. But then how can we 
explain the existence of the particulars ‘visesas,’ if the God that 
is alleged to have created the universe is a figment of imagination 
or a postulation by the souls of an adorable object? Sankara on 


1. PropHets of New INDIA. pp. xi. 
2. Ibid. p. xv. 
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the one hand is committed to the logical Absolute, the Concept 
void of qualitative and quantitative content, or the common denomi- 
nator of all content, but on the other hand, Sankara recognizes 
the infinite quality or aesthetic fulfilment of Union or Identity 
with the Divine, which verily absorbs the individuals absolutely 
into It. The separation from such a Being appears to be a veriest 
dream, even as some times our own miseries appear as dreams after 
they have been overcome or have passed away. By thus explain- 
ing the quality of the aesthetic and the logical Absolutes and by 
seeking to identify them whilst at the same time abjuring the world 
and its experiences as radically false and dreamlike illusions, Sankara 
has in reality revealed the principle of Maya as the principle of 
mystical valuation. In other words, Maya or the wonder of the 
universal appearance, which is the curtain of Spritual life, deluding 
and revealing by turns the ignorant and the wise,is also the principle 
of manifestation of the Divine Self. The mystical aspirant sees 
the delusive Divine power and is afraid of it and thus runs away 
from it unable to stand the light, through intellectual preparation, 
and solid hypostatization to the realm of Pure Essence; the religious 
seer, on the other hand, seizes on the fact of mystery and sees in 
that the glory and greatness, aiivarya bala, tejas-virya, jfana and 
3akti of the Divine playing in an infinity of planes and sustaining 
them through His existence and reality and delight, saccidananda. 
Reality appears as /ild, the play of grace and love. This conscious- 
ness and knowledge vision of the nature of the Divine comes to 
the religious seeker through devotion. 


A belief in the rationality of the universe, however unitelligible 
to the intellect or even to intuition, as it appears in the case of 
Sankara and other mystics, is the very basis of all investigation and 
criticism. Though we may not prefer to asser as some critics 
do against illusionists and nihilists, that their own systems and views 
and ideas are also illusory or non-existent yet it appears that there 
is real truth in that assertion. 


Our struggle is real in this universe. The facts of our bondage 
and our consciousness of it are also facts of capital importance. 
The need for crossing over the turnoils of life, tortures of bondage, 
and limitations of intelligence are decisively clear. The promise of 
the illusion-theory is that these are all unreal, and that one should 
discover the inner Being, the Self of transcendent light, which is 
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ever shining in our hearts. This metaphysical reality of the Self 
in us does one thing; it somehow grants us that strength of posses- 
sion already of that which has to be attained, and,as it were, shows 
out a suggestion that untruths and falsities and illusions are more 
easily got rid of rather than real obstacles. How far this face- 
saving illusion is helpful in this direction, one cannot say, but 
it does promise hope, for a psychological outlook that makes life 
liveable under such conditions and hastens the preparation for 
realization. Its value must be considered however not metapysi- 
cally but psychologically, for we have shown that metaphsically 
it is not quite an explanation. And as for the other assertion of 
Advaita of the One universal Spirit as the underlying fact and Rea- 
lity of all things, that is certainly not denied by any religious seer;on 
the contrary the religious seer makes God the One Supreme Fact, 
and maker of all and establishes a brotherhood of all souls. Such 
a God would be truly Super-personal, atimdnusa-vigraha. As 
Professor Tennat writes ‘‘ Personality can be conceived as diverted 
of conditions and limitation that are specifically human, and the 
resulting concept may been be relevant to the Deity without being 
exhaustive of the Divine nature.” If no more than transcendceen 
such as this is meant by “‘super-personal”’, theism can appropriate 
that term. But if it connotes something esentially different from 
all that we mean by human personality, such as an agency that is 
non-volitionc, non-purposive, and non-ethical, the exprealssion 
becomes synonymous for ‘impersonal’, and must be rejected. For 
‘God’ as used in theism, is not a name for universal reason, ineffable 
being, or even for absolute morality or a tendency that makes for 
righteousness, but rather for a determinate spirit, who is an artist 
and a lover as well as a geometer. Theism professes to be based 
on indications apart from the satisfaction of religious experiences, 
that God stands in ‘personal’ relations with creatures which may 
literally be said to be partakers of the divine nature, in the sense 
that they possess the potency of indefinite advance in fellowship 
and communion with Him.”? 

Theism does not merely mean the belief in God. It means 


the acceptance of God as intimately related to the individual soul 
in an infinite number of ways, as the truth of his existence, as the 


ee 
1. PHILOSOPHICAL THEOLOGY: Prof. Tennant, Vol I. p. 167, 
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theism unlike as in Deism, where God is a transcendent Creator 
or originator who is utterly removed from any human relationship 
to the soul, there is reciprocal communion, on the side 
of the soul, dependence, submision, service, intelligent devotion, 
absolute consecration, and on the side of the Divine, grace, power 
to help and the will to rescue, mastery and good government, 
increased activity and permission to communion and _ intimate 
relationship that is realised by the individual soul as the Unity, 
Identity, sdyujya, sdriipya and samatva in every respect except in 
regard to the Lordship of cosmic Creation. It means the realiza- 
tion of personality, freedom ‘and love. Creatureliness remains as 
the fundamental differential between the soul and the Divine, but 
this does not prevent equality of enjoyment in the intimacy of unity 
in freeedom. No doubt some theists hold that equality of enjoyment 
will be a misnomer in so far as there is bound to be difference between 
the enjoyment of the Lord and the enjoyment of the dependent soul 
however free and intimate their relation. But this is clear that 
there is overwelling fullness of blissful experience, that has no 
touch or taste of the miserable and the sinful. 


If then we accept the reality of the experience of Religion 
and the underlying truth of the mystical effort at a state of utter 
liberation, diverced from the fallacies of intellectuality and search 
after the Absolute Generality (Samdnya) or Absolute Idea, or 
Absolute Essence (which is asserted quite inconsistently as Absolute 
Existence in a logical sense), then we can conclude that Maya is a 
wonderous power of the Lord;’ that this is unfortunately identified 
with illusion-causing function. It is a mystic valuation of the union 
or communion with the Supreme Object of mystico-religious 
Consciousness, God, the super-personal Creator and Master of all 
Existence, and as such Himself the Eternal Ground and Substance 
of all. The planal difference apprehended with such light makes 


1. Lire pivine: Sri Aurobindo. Vol I. p. 174. “ Maya is the power 
of the infinite consciousness to comprehend, contain in itself and measure 
out that is to say, to form-for form is delmitation—name and shape out of 
the vast illimitable Truth of infinite existence. It is by Maya that the static 
truth of essential being or to put it in more metaphysical language out of the 
supreme being in which all is all without barrier of separative conciousness 
emerges the phenomenal being in which ail is in each and each is in all for the 
play of existence with existence, conciousness with consciousness force with 
force, delight with delight...” — 
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the world and all that previously appeared in the other conscious- 
nesses and conceptions as utterly valueless. So much so the dua- 
lism and the unspeakability of the nature of Maya are not to be 
considered to be anything other than the real wonders aghatana 
ghatanasakti and it is in this sense that the concept of Lila had 
been added to explain the apparently diabolical nature of the world 
for the sinner and the ignorant, even like the wonderhouse created 
for Yudhistara by the Divine craftsman Maya,! that made Duryo- 
dhana and his kind suffer from illusion. 


In the words of Nicolas Berdeyeav ‘‘ There can be no greater 
error than to interpret mystical experience in terms of monistic 
metaphysics Monism postulates Rationalization a mental process 
rather than experience.” ‘‘Monism is in all its manifestations g false 
and sterile doctrine.”’? 


1. SapyHa Parva : Mahabharata. 
2. SPIRIT AND REALITY. p. 172. 
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in skilled hands.’ Dr. A. BERRIEDALE KEITH. EDINBURGH. 
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out.” Prof. M. HirtyANNA, Mysore. 
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Vedanta” Prof. M. Hiriyanna in the HInbv. 


** His thesis has a freshness and a glory around it ’”’: PRABUDDHA 
BHARATA. 


Sri Ramanuja’s Theory of Knowledge: ‘‘ A wide familiarity with 

currents of modern western philosophy and a critical scholar- 

. ship to weigh justly and conclude. wisely make this book 

eminently fit for the modern philosopher and theologian....” 
(PILGRIM). 


Idea of God: The author deserves to be congratulated on his 
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the various definitions of religion and his wide knowledge of 
Anthropology, Religion, and Philosophy is evident... His 
acquaintance with these systems of thought is abundant and 
intimate.... Particularly his discussion of the philosophical 
aspect of the idea of God in the Darsanas is very interesting 
and instructive. The author’s discussion of God as Mother 
based on ancient literature of the Vedas, Upanisads, and of 
the Sakta and Saiva systems of religious thought is lucid and 
even illuminating.... The book is bound to prove very useful 
to all earnest students of Comparative religion and philosophy.” 
K. V. Gajendragadkar (BHANDARKAR ORIENTAL RESEARCH 
INSTITUTE JOURNAL). 


“The Doctor belongs to the new generation of scholars 
who possess a sound knowledge and appreciation of other 
‘religions and develop the concepts of Hinduism within itself 
alone but also on the basis of their relationship to other 
religions... 
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The problenis raised in the mind on reading this stimulating 
book deserve deep study... -Meanwhile we have no hesitatior 
in saying that this study is informative, illuminating an. 
stimulating. Christian Theologians will be greatly benefitte- 
by reading it.” DP. CHENCIAH, M.L., (PILGRIM). : 
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